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A Glorious and Salutiferous Œconomy…? An ecclesiological enquiry into metropolitical authority and 
provincial polity in the Anglican Communion. 
Abstract 
For at least the past two decades, international Anglicanism has been gripped by a crisis of identity: what is to be 
the dynamic between autonomy and interdependence? Where is authority to be located? How might the local 
relate to the international? How are the variously diverse national churches to be held together ‘in communion’? 
These questions have prompted an explosion of interest in Anglican ecclesiology within both the church and 
academy, with particular emphasis exploring the nature of episcopacy, synodical government, liturgy and belief, 
and common principles of canon law.  
However, one aspect of Anglican ecclesiology which has received little attention is the place of provincial polity 
and metropolitical authority across the Communion. Yet, this is a critical area of concern for Anglican ecclesiology 
as it directly addresses questions of authority, interdependence and catholicity. However, since at least the 
twentieth century, provincial polity has largely been eclipsed by, and confused with, the emergence of a dominant 
‘national church’ polity. This confusion has become so prevalent that the word ‘province’ itself is used 
interchangeably and imprecisely to mean both an ecclesial province in its strict sense and one of the 39 ‘member-
churches’ which formally constitute the Anglican Communion, with a handful of ‘extra-provincial’ exceptions.  
The purpose of this research project is to untangle this confusion and to give a thorough account of the 
development of provincial polity and metropolitical authority within the Communion, tracing the historical 
origins of the contemporary status quo. The scope of this task is not in any way intended to be a comprehensive 
history of the emergence of international Anglicanism, but rather to narrowly chart the development of this 
particular unit of ecclesial polity, the province, through this broader narrative.  
The historical work of Part One in itself represents an important new contribution to Anglican Studies; however, 
the project aims to go further in Parts Two and Three to identify from this context key questions concerning the 
problems facing contemporary Anglican polity as the basis for further theological and ecclesiological reflection.  
Part Two examines how provincial polity has given way to an assumption of the ‘national church’ as the building 
block of the Communion. To what extent is it consonant with Anglican tradition? How is it problematic? What 
tensions exist with a more traditional understanding of the province? How might all this relate to wider political 
understandings and critiques of the ‘nation- state’ in an increasingly globalised world?  
Along with the emergence of a ‘national church’ ecclesiology, so too has the role of the ‘Primates’ been magnified. 
Part Three charts this development, culminating in a critique of the recent 2016 Primates’ Meeting. What is the 
nature of primacy within Anglicanism and how does it relate to metropolitical authority? What is the right balance 
of honour and authority as it relates to primacy? How do Anglican understandings of primacy correspond to those 
of the Roman and Orthodox Communions? 
Finally, Part Four attempts to give some concrete focus to the preceding discussion through the illustrative 
example of the Anglican Church of Australia, which is frequently cited as being analogous to the Communion in 
having a loose federal system and resolutely autonomous dioceses. The prevalence of this ‘diocesanism’ has 
recently been criticised by the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. However, 
there has been a recent revival of provincial action within the Province of Victoria in response to these issues 
which will be evaluated to discern what the Australian example might offer toward a theologically robust and 
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– Preface – 
 
The somewhat recherché title of this dissertation – A Glorious and Salutiferous Œconomy – is taken from an 
equally obscure eighteenth-century pamphlet written by Roger Altham, Archdeacon of Middlesex, as part of a 
series of charges to his clergy, attempting to establish that “Provincial Authority was the first Settled, External 
Authority in the Church of Christ.”1 The context for the Archdeacon’s addresses was the heated conflict at the 
time concerning the relationship between civil and ecclesiastical authority, following the deprivation of the 
nonjuring bishops after the Glorious Revolution of 1688 and the tumultuous controversy between the High 
Church and Erastian parties which was brought to a head in the Bangorian Controversy of 1716 to 1721.2  
 
In his pamphlet Altham claims to be arguing for a mediating position between what he characterises as, on the 
one side, the Erastian and Whig position, “that there are no Powers in the Church, but what are deriv'd to it by 
the Civil Authority,” and on the other side the High Church Tory position espoused by the dismissed Convocations 
of Canterbury and York, which would not meet again until the mid-nineteenth century, that, as Altham asserts, 
“affirm such an independent Power to the Church as does necessarily interfere with the Divine Commission 
granted to the secular Magistrate.”3  
 
As it turns out, Altham’s position is not a mediating one at all but comes down strictly in favour of the Erastian 
party. In support of this he makes the extraordinary claim that the purpose of the “glorious and salutiferous 
œconomy,” a phrase he uses to refer to the Incarnation of Christ, was the reformation “of the Sacred Polity only,” 
presumably meaning the prevailing structures of first-century Jewish authority and administration, so that it may 
be totally conformed to the civil administration of the Roman Empire by the establishment of a provincial polity.4  
 
This is the ‘incarnational imperative’ for which Altham rather crudely argues; to conform the sacred polity to the 
secular. However, the “glorious and salutiferous œconomy” might also be understood as descriptive of provincial 
polity itself. The phrase is then a helpful springboard into some of the key questions of Anglican ecclesiology, and 
the place within it of provincial polity and metropolitical authority, which have surfaced through this research.  
                                                             
1
 Altham 1721 
2
 Starkie 2007, 74 
3
 Altham 1717, 5–6 
4
 Altham 1721, 10 
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For example, is it merely one convenient method among many of ecclesial organisation, or does it have more 
theological and ecclesiological significance to commend it as, perhaps, divinely inspired, even if not, as for Altham, 
dominically instituted? Furthermore, the crisis of authority which faced the Church of England in the eighteenth 
century is no more settled today as the question of the relationship of the church to the civil authority, and 
particularly the patterning of the Anglican Communion according to national churches according to the model 
of nation states, emerges from this study as a significant element in the failure of Anglicanism to balance both 
autonomy and interdependence in witness to its own catholicity. The relationship of the Crown to the Church, 
by means of the Royal Supremacy, comes under scrutiny again in the mid-nineteenth century as it is unable to 
respond to the needs of the ‘church abroad’ in the far reaches of the British Empire, and a new effort to revive a 
provincial polity is pursued including the establishment of synodical governance first abroad, and then with the 
restoration of the long-since prorogued Convocations in England. Ultimately, this research questions the extent 
to which a new revival of provincial polity within Anglicanism might be ‘salutiferous’: that is, might it be able to 
bring some healing to the crises and controversies of our own age? 
 
It will become apparent that the definitional boundaries of provincial polity and metropolitical authority within 
the Anglican Communion have been, and continue to be, subject to constant evolution. However, it is understood 
here as a fluid yet ordered ecclesial system, both hierarchically and horizontally governed, laying emphasis on 
relationships with and recognition of the other, as the people of God shepherded by their bishop around the risen 
Christ, find their own identity in the church catholic only by looking beyond and recognising the marks of the 
risen Christ outside their own bounds too. This reciprocity is mediated at every level, institutionally and 
personally, but particularly through the ministry of bishops and, within and between provinces, the metropolitan. 
It is a polity which is constantly being negotiated, stretching always beyond itself, and never complete. 
 
It is perhaps then no wonder that a report prepared by the Anglican Executive Officer on “Provinces and Dioceses: 
their Creation and Division,” in preparation for the first Anglican Consultative Council meeting in 1971 declared: 
 
It is a mistake to suppose that one knows what is a Province of the Anglican 
Communion. An investigation of the matter cannot be very brief…5  
                                                             
5
 ACC-1 Limuru, 23 February to 5 March 1971: Preparatory Documents Circulated 1971, 303 
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– Methodological Introduction – 
 
The discussion in the afternoon bored me stark.  
It dealt with the multiplication of Provinces in  
the Anglican Communion.  
I deserted and went to the Athenaeum. 
- Hensley Henson on the  
Lambeth Conference of 1920.6 
 
Sustained theological reflection on questions of Anglican ecclesial polity, let alone provincial jurisdiction and 
metropolitical authority, may not always have commended itself for creative engagement by the church and 
academy. Even that great progenitor of theological reflection on the ecclesiastical polity of the English church, 
Richard Hooker, concedes the task might seem, at times, “perhaps tedious, perhaps obscure, dark, and intricate.”7 
The pressing crises of each age, whether represented by John Colenso in a previous generation or Gene Robinson 
in our own, seem to make the most urgent calls on the Communion’s finite resources for reasoning and reflection. 
However, there is an increasing awareness within Anglicanism that beneath these ‘flashpoint’ issues lie 
foundational questions of authority and constitution. The examination of metropolitical authority within 
Anglicanism, and negotiation within it of provincial relationships, demonstrates intrinsic and important aspects 
of a polity which not only values and holds itself accountable to the inheritance of its tradition but also makes a 
commitment to look beyond the local through the formalisation of relational structures. This “key relational 
dimension” provides for “patterns and models for personal and group interaction and channels of mutual 
fidelity.”8 Such a commitment is particularly relevant for the Anglican Communion, where the consideration of 
polity must grapple with the reality that it is not a single ‘church’ with a uniform interior ordering and juridical 
framework but, rather, an association of extra-provincial dioceses, provinces, multi-province national churches 
and multi-national provinces all with diverse polities of their own. Furthermore, the Communion claims an 
existence that is not simply the sum of its parts but points toward the intensification of relationships ‘in 
communion’ as a model for its own belonging within the church catholic, and to this end it has developed tangible 
                                                             
6
 Henson 1950, 2:7 
7
 McGrade 2013, 1:43 
8
 Avis 2015, 286 
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signs of its own corporate life through the ‘Instruments of Communion’ (the Lambeth Conference, the Primates’ 
Meetings and the Anglican Consultative Council, with the Archbishop of Canterbury acting as a ‘Focus of Unity’) 
and the coordination through its central secretariat of a number of other commissions, networks and dialogues.9  
 
Successive reports of the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal Commission (IATDC) have attempted to 
expound different aspects of a distinctly ‘Anglican’ mode of being church. The 1986 report, For the Sake of the 
Kingdom, locates Anglicanism within the tensions inherent between Christian identity and its contextualisation 
in particular political situations, defining itself as both ‘belonging’ and ‘not belonging’ to inherited and adopted 
political and social contexts. In 1996 The Virginia Report drew on an increasingly popular trend of applying 
Trinitarian discourse to ecclesiological reflection, largely prompted within Anglicanism by the influence of 
Orthodox theologian John Zizioulas’ development of communio ecclesiology to inform Anglican self-reflection on 
the nature of its own ecclesial ‘communion’ in the context of disagreement about the ordination of women. The 
2007 report, Communion, Conflict and Hope, develops this exploration of communio ecclesiology but, rather than 
highlighting shared commonalities within the Communion through the accidents of history, language and 
Reformation heritage, instead takes seriously the creative opportunity of conflict within the church and the 
vocation of Anglicanism to engage with its own brokenness.10 Eclipsed and overshadowed by the publication of 
the Windsor Report, the fruit of the independent but concurrent Lambeth Commission on Communion which 
eventually sought implementation in the proposed Anglican Covenant, Communion, Conflict and Hope is perhaps 
most interesting of the IATDC reports in that it challenges the equivalence of ‘communion’ with uniformity, and 
proposes conflict as the positive (albeit painful) context in which the church discerns its vocation:  
 
Communion, Conflict and Hope, the only report to emerge out of the ecclesiological 
controversies within the Anglican Communion that puts the communion ideal into 
conversation with the inevitability of conflict and the eschatology of hope, makes 
precisely this difficult and messy point — and has been ignored on account of it.11 
                                                             
9
 Avis 2016, 10 
10
 The reports of the IATDC can be found by searching the ‘Document Library’ of the Anglican Communion website, 
http://www.anglicancommunion.org. The influence of John Zizioulas at the 1988 Lambeth Conference is noted by the Doctrine Panel of the 
Anglican Church of Australia in their response to the Virginia Report. They note the impact of his 1985 book, Being as Communion, as well as 
a full plenary presentation he gave at the Conference as the catalyst for applying a popular reading of the ‘social Trinity’ to an ecclesiological 
framework. Colin Gunton offers a classic articulation of this trend, describing the church as a “finite echo or bodying forth of the divine 
personal dynamics,” see Gunton 1991, 74 
11
 MacDougall 2015, 201 
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Ecumenical dialogues have also attempted to engage with questions of polity, particularly the structuring of 
ministry and the nature of episcopal, conciliar and synodical authority, born out of the historic debates and 
disagreements which have divided the Christian churches.12 Nevertheless, the extent of theological reasoning 
made possible and presentable through committee reports, not to mention their reception, is necessarily and 
unavoidably limited. More probing academic enquiry has begun through the expanding exchange of ideas in a 
number of new and established academic journals, as well as more substantial publications concerning both polity 
and canon law.13 Nevertheless, there remains a perception that the consideration of ecclesial polity concerns itself 
more with institutional ‘navel-gazing’ than theological engagement with the nature of the Christian church as 
embodied and expressed through culture and context. At the press conference following the 2016 Primates’ 
Gathering, Archbishop of Canterbury Justin Welby when asked by a journalist whether the meeting had 
considered proposed changes to the Communion’s self-ordering and self-imagining, as had been widely 
anticipated, responded dismissively that: 
 
Frankly, talking about the refugee crisis with 60 million refugees, talking about 
religiously motivated violence, with over half the Communion suffering from it in one 
way or another, for some strange reason that seemed slightly more important than 
dealing with issues of internal organization.14  
 
However, the dismissal of the theological merits of polity is increasingly being challenged within both the church 
and academy, as a sophisticated and contextual approach to the formal study of ecclesiology is being developed. 
In a critique of the methodology behind the Church of England’s programme of Reform and Renewal, Dean of 
Christ Church Oxford, Martyn Percy, decries the rise of “an alloy of executive-managers and episcopal-enforcers” 
at the expense of a theological “point of origin for addressing and transforming the church” as leading, inevitably, 
to a “vacuous polity.”15 Perhaps less polemical, but nevertheless as pertinent, is a recent editorial by Paul Avis in 
                                                             
12
 See for example the 1981 Final Report of the first Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission as well as the 1982 Faith and Order 
“Lima Text” of the World Council of Churches, Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry.  
13
 See for example, Avis 2016; Koffeman 2015; Percy 2013; Driver 2009; Doe 2008; Percy 2004; Doe 1998; Rees 1998; see also Martyn Percy’s 
ecclesiology trilogy: Percy 2005; Percy 2010; Percy 2012 
14
 Press Conference Following Primates’ Gathering 2016. The Archbishop’s response would have been more convincing if it had been clear that 
these were the substantive issues discussed by the Primates, rather than the proposed ‘consequences’ to The Episcopal Church which 
dominated the Primates’ Communique. 
15
 Percy 2016a 
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the journal Ecclesiology which calls for a re-examination of the importance of polity as the outworking of applied 
ecclesiology: 
 
Ecclesiology is frankly helpless without polity. It lacks purchase and efficacy. It is not 
enough for a church or a communion of churches to have, and to own, an ecclesiology. 
A church or a communion of churches also needs a polity, an order or structure that 
facilitates its work. Polity has to do with the distribution and exercise of authority, the 
exercise of oversight, the making of policy and the resolving of disputes. Polity enables 
discernment of God’s will … [it is] essentially the outcome of applied theology, a salient 
example of praxis.16  
 
This dissertation is an effort to respond to this call for careful theological attention to questions of ecclesial polity, 
and particularly the place of provincial polity – and metropolitical authority – within the Anglican Communion. 
Considerations of polity are intimately connected with questions of authority and its exercise within the church; 
however, understanding polity to be properly a sub-discipline of ecclesiology allows these questions to be framed 
theologically rather than through a purely pragmatic or circumstantial lens. This theological perspective allows 
for “the systematic analysis, evaluation and development” of “structures and legal relations within churches, as 
well as their mutual relations” which is rooted in the fundamental ecclesiological concern of how the Christian 
community is to faithfully give expression and articulation to its vocation to herald and witness to God’s Kingdom 
and to steward the mysteries of Sacrament and Scripture by which God’s purposes are revealed and carried forth.17  
 
Discerning the Anglican ‘Character’ 
 
Paul Avis proposes a largely deductive relationship between polity and ecclesiology – whereby the practicalities 
of polity are derived from the theological principles of ecclesiology.18 However, his initial call for a rediscovery of 
the importance of polity in ecclesiological enquiry is developed and nuanced in a more substantial article for the 
Ecclesiastical Law Journal in which he acknowledges that the “traffic… is not all one way” in the interrelationship 
                                                             
16
 Avis 2015, 285 
17
 Koffeman 2014, 3 
18
 Avis 2015, 285 
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of ecclesiology, polity and the codification of legal principles in ecclesial jurisprudence.19 An interrelated approach 
to the interplay between inductive and deductive methodologies, where polity is seen as both informing 
ecclesiological reflection as well as being itself thus formed, offers a more dynamic framework in which to explore 
the historical development as well as the contemporary incarnation of provincial polity within Anglicanism. 
Although respecting Avis’ concern that polity must be rooted in fundamental ecclesiological convictions rather 
than arbitrary pragmatism, and that therefore “it is not for us to invent, re-invent or dream up a blueprint for 
polity, or to play around with a received form of polity simply because we have had a few bright ideas,” even a 
cursory survey of the development of polity within Anglicanism exhibits both changes and continuities which are 
not merely pragmatic compromises but have fed back into discernment of Anglican self-identity and 
ecclesiological definition. This is a contemporary reality as much as an historical one, where – prompted by 
reflection on present experience - the particulars of Anglican polity call into question the ecclesiological 
commitments of Anglicanism itself: 
 
Is it any wonder that it is so challenging to state with final clarity what Anglicanism is? 
The truth of its life is a work in progress and is subject to a number of recurring 
distortions that diminish its capacity to be the fellowship of churches it aspires to be. 
In this respect Anglicanism eschews rigid forms of top down control and is equally wary 
of practices that exclude (both overtly and subtly) rather than include people in 
conversations, listening and reform of practice. Both of these are distortions of the 
Anglican idea of the church. And both of these ways of handling conflict and resolving 
matters of dispute transpose truth seeking into a question of power.20  
 
Anglican identity, and the ecclesiological commitments which are fundamental to its character, remain still very 
much contested. The beginnings of the Anglican Communion’s modern and recognisable polity may clearly be 
traced to the emergence of distinct and quasi-independent churches by the various efforts of missionary and 
colonial endeavour beginning in the early nineteenth century. However, an exclusive emphasis on its codification 
in the nineteenth century neglects the emergence in the wake of the Reformation and into the eighteenth century 
of the episcopally ordered churches in Scotland, Ireland and the United States, tracing a familial descent, even if 
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 Avis 2016, 5 
20
 Pickard 2013, 237 
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not formal association (with the exception of Ireland), from the Church of England. The influence of Episcopalians 
in the United States was central to the vision of a ‘communion’ with visible markers of an organic union of 
churches, predicated on a hopeful vocation to precipitate further Christian unity. 21  The phrase ‘Anglican 
Communion’ itself emerged sometime in the early nineteenth century to describe what were considered the two 
(and sometimes three, when Scottish Episcopalians were included) branches of the Anglican family in England 
and the United States.22 Recently, the seventeenth and eighteenth-century emergence of ‘Anglicanism’ as an 
ecclesial style, method and temperament has been helpfully distinguished from the Reformation origins of the 
Church of England: allowing for a more fluid and organic definition of Anglican identity that isn’t tied to the 
ecclesiological struggles of any particular era but is instead marked out by principles such as compromise, 
accommodation and communality.23 The capacity of these principles to constitute any kind of institutional reality, 
let alone unity, among the member churches of the Communion has been tested, as Anglicans have been faced 
with an even more fundamental existential dilemma: does the Anglican Communion exist and, if so, what is it?  
 
Does the Anglican Communion Even Exist? 
 
In 1998 the then Joint Registrar of the Diocese of Oxford and Legal Advisor to the Anglican Consultative Council, 
John Rees, submitted a “deliberatively provocative” article to the Ecclesiastical Law Journal entitled, “The Anglican 
Communion: does it exist?”24 A decade later the Yale Professor of History, Frank Turner, submitted an article to 
the online news service, Episcopal Café, with an equally provocative title, “The imagined community of the 
Anglican Communion.”25 The two papers, and their authors’ approach to the question of Anglicanism’s existential 
angst, couldn’t be more different. Rees, perhaps unsurprisingly, attempts to chart some legal and structural 
coherence in a polity which notoriously “lacks all the classic jurisprudential marks of authority.”26 He settles for 
an exposition of the four ‘Instruments of Communion’ – the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Lambeth Conference, 
the Primates’ Meetings and the Anglican Consultative Council – as together constituting a “multiplicity of unifying 
bodies” which reflects an Anglican penchant for “dispersed” decision making and authority, both in the 
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formulation of its theology as well as the embodiment of its relationships and structures.27 Now, twenty years 
later, Rees’ somewhat institutional approach seems conservative and (perhaps uncharitably) unimaginative, 
certainly less provocative than his title suggests. However, it does represent an important move toward finding 
some tangible representation of an ecclesial reality binding the churches of the Communion together; a visible 
expression of a shared inhabitation of the Church’s vocation and participation in God’s mission which might be 
identified as characteristically ‘Anglican’. 
 
By contrast, Frank Turner’s article reflects a growing sense of disillusionment with the ‘Instruments’ as 
cumbersome and unfit for purpose.28 With particular reference to a perceived trend toward centralised authority, 
played out in the dispute over a proposed ‘Anglican Covenant’ by which the Communion’s relationships might be 
ordered, Turner decries any effort to establish normative grounds of authority in anything that might represent a 
global, institutional ‘Anglican Communion’: 
 
The good that the Archbishop of Canterbury seeks to achieve is the unity of an 
imagined Anglican Communion that has virtually no existence in reality … For the sake 
of unity of a communion that does not really exist, he has (perhaps unwittingly) 
fostered turmoil, dissension, and schism.29  
 
In fact, for Turner and those who would follow him, the existence of the Anglican Communion itself is an entirely 
novel and constructed myth; it “does not really exist but must be forcibly drawn into existence [with reference 
here to the Covenant], Radical innovation rather than tradition drives the process.”30 At this end of such a 
reductionist Anglican ecclesiology, the only ecclesial realities exist at the level of self-sufficient, self-governing 
and autonomous provincial – or national – churches. To seek any further reality in their interrelatedness is to 
stray dangerously into the realm of “imagined community” whereby, following that concept’s original conception 
by Benedict Anderson and its application to the rise of twentieth-century nationalism, the inevitable result is an 
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ecclesial version of nationalistic jingoism (albeit operating inter-nationally, or inter-provincially) with the 
attendant outcome of the eventual persecution of minorities.  
 
Promoting an Appreciation of Polity within Anglican Studies 
 
In response to this challenge to the Communion’s own esse, and in an effort to negotiate the definitional 
boundaries of the Communion and the assumptions of Anglicanism which undergird it, this thesis seeks to avoid 
too much legalism in over-identifying the Communion with the Instruments, secretariat, and even personalities 
which serve it, while still affirming the reality of an evolving global institution constituted of provinces and 
national churches with a common heritage variously connected with English Christianity and a shared cognition 
of how that heritage has shaped distinctively Anglican characteristics, relating to liturgy, doctrine, theological 
method and, most importantly for our purposes, polity.  
 
The role of polity within this discernment of identity is not simply to give expression to ecclesiological principles 
unconnected to the Anglican experience, but to provide the source and substance for formative reflection on how 
Anglicanism has taken shape through varying contexts in faithfulness and obedience to its ecclesial vocation. The 
task of asserting normative and generalised patterns of behaviour and belonging which might be found within all 
Anglican churches has recently been taken up with enthusiasm: from the distillation of distinctly Anglican 
principles for reading Scripture, to commonalities across the Communion in Canon Law.31 Other systematic 
attempts to locate a singular Anglican identity have characterised it as embodying in itself a theological, or more 
precisely an ecclesiological, method: 
 
On this interpretation, the distinctive identity of Anglicanism is located in the sphere 
of theological method, in the understanding of authority that informs it, and in the way 
that authority is exercised … what is distinctive about Anglicanism lies not in its 
substantive affirmations, the content of its teaching, but in its method, spirit or 
approach to Christian faith and life.32  
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Examination of ecclesial polity is the theological process by which a Church’s ecclesiology is understood to take 
form as a visible society, enabling its mission in the world.33 The theological content of ecclesial polity, then, 
derives from both the ecclesiological assumptions and assertions which underpin it as well as the task of 
theological reflection whereby the resources of Christian faith are brought into conversation with the reality, and 
ideals, of the Church’s ordering. The nature of this ordering has classically been understood within the Anglican 
tradition to be “porous, less circumscribed and not entirely self-defining.”34  This reflects something of an 
eschatological ecclesiology, whereby Anglicanism is understood to exist not for its own sake but rather as a 
particular and provisional means by which the church might point to and, ultimately, give way to the Kingdom 
of God which is the “perfection of relationality as the eschatological culmination of God’s work in creation.”35 
Former Archbishop of Canterbury, Robert Runcie, described this as the “radically provisional character which we 
must never allow to be obscured.”36 The challenge to the embodiment and implementation of an eschatological 
ecclesiology and a provisional polity is greatest in times of institutional stress: 
 
Where anxiety and fear impel theologians and church leaders to seek security and 
certainty through control and the supposed neatness of uniformity, eschatological 
assertions of partialness and provisionality are given over in favour of immediate surety, 
relationality is hierarchized and the otherness of diversity is limited, and the acceptable 
range of authentic Christian practice is reduced.37  
 
The current climate of Anglican disagreement calls, more than ever, for purposeful theological analysis and 
critique of the place of metropolitical authority and provincial polity. Archiepiscopal authority naturally inclines 
itself to the appropriation of a ‘vertically’ structured hierarchical ecclesiology. While the ‘vertical’ dimension of 
ecclesial polity is not without its place, without theological reflection it risks neglecting the inherent relationality 
and ‘horizontal’ interconnectedness which is proper to provincial polity. Theological reflection, therefore, and a 
commitment to the theological content that underlies the examination and extrapolation of polity, is at the heart 
                                                             
33
 Avis 2016, 11 
34
 Avis 2016, 9 
35
 MacDougall 2015, 258 
36
 Runcie 1989, 7 
37
 MacDougall 2015, 59–60 
 19 
of any attempt to “embrace the political, pastoral and administrative structures of a church and to determine its 
organisational shape.”38  
 
The recent and renewed attention to the study of ecclesial polity involves not just an evaluation of its inductive 
and deductive interplay with ecclesiology, and an appreciation of its own theological integrity and content as it 
seeks to express ecclesiological principles, but also its potential ecumenical impact. The impact of ecumenism, 
particularly in the second half of the twentieth century, has “softened” some of the hard edges of differences in 
polity between the churches.39 Ecumenism likewise faces the challenge that the fruits of its dialogues too quickly 
turn to idealised and aspirational statements of ecclesiology which find no translation into polity as an “agenda 
for action.”40 Avis cites the agreed statement of the second Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission, 
The Gift of Authority, as a “partial exception,” presumably given its bold proposal, among others, that the primacy 
of the Bishop of Rome could “be offered and received even before our churches are in full communion.”41 However, 
the reception and rejection of Gift of Authority, at least among the churches of the Anglican Communion, has 
demonstrated just how contentious proposed changes to polity can be, particularly where they seem to touch on 
the foundational and constitutional understandings of episcopal, primatial and even papal authority.  
 
Reflecting on Norman Doe’s extensive effort to formulate a body of legal principles common to the Christian 
churches, and the opportunity to advance ecumenism through a common understanding of ecclesial 
jurisprudence, Leo Koffeman has likewise highlighted the possibility of polity to “open up new horizons” in 
ecumenical dialogue.42 Although this study of metropolitical authority and provincial polity is confined to their 
distinctive expression within global Anglicanism, it also inevitably has an ecumenical dimension as the polity is 
itself “part of our inheritance from the pre-reformation” Western Church with parallels, though again distinctive, 
in the Eastern and Oriental Orthodox communions.43 The third, and current, dialogues of the Anglican-Roman 
Catholic International Commission have engaged with questions of local and regional primacy, albeit leaving 
alone as “unhelpful” the proposals raised by Gift of universal primacy, and explored a shared commitment within 
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the two communions to “sustaining a variety of ‘levels’ of differentiated unity.”44 This ecumenical work may also 
offer insights and resources within Anglicanism, particularly in bringing into focus the implications of its own 
provincial polity. 
 
Ecclesial Polity as Applied Theology 
 
If the study of ecclesial polity forms the proper theological sub-discipline of this research, then its pursuit through 
the lens of applied theology provides the methodological framework for its investigation. Applied theology and 
the exploration and evaluation of polity naturally fit together, as the outworking of a church’s ecclesiology.45 
Ecclesiology is particularly suited to the concerns of applied theology, as the discipline which perhaps most overtly 
grapples with faith in context and the experience of Christian discipleship, as well as painfully confronting conflict, 
disunity and disagreement. Applied theology also partners with ecclesiology to move beyond merely descriptive 
analysis to creative reflection on the church’s future ‘becoming’ and eschatological vocation:  
 
[It is] the discipline where discussion about the church of the future occurs. It helps to 
connect the past appropriately with the present and to distinguish between gospel and 
culture ... Most importantly, it equips us to go forward, in a chosen direction, and to 
become the best church we can.46 
 
Applied theology, variously called also pastoral and practical theology,47  emerged as a distinct theological 
discipline through the influence of German Reformed theologian, Friedrich Schleiermacher. Writing in the wake 
of the Enlightenment, Schleiermacher sought to hold together academic theology with its practical manifestation 
in church ministry and leadership.48 Christian leadership, for Schleiermacher, provides a teleological dimension 
to the work of theology which finds its goal fulfilled in the “perfection of the Christian church.”49 Schleiermacher’s 
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vision of higher education, which took form in the foundation of the University of Berlin in 1810, laid emphasis on 
the union between teaching and research as well as maintaining proper independence from the state.  
 
Schleiermacher’s understanding of theology similarly “reflects a penchant for relating thought and practice.”50 In 
the 1811 edition of his Brief Outline on the Study of Theology, Schleiermacher draws on the imagery of a tree to 
represent the totality of theological enquiry, with its roots in philosophical theology, taking form and structure 
through its trunk which is historical, doctrinal and exegetical enquiry and finally ‘crowned’ by its application in 
practical theology.51 This model has come to be characterised and criticised as a purely deductive methodology, 
or “applicationism,” whereby practical theology mines the resources of doctrinal and historical theology in order 
that they might be employed in the service of the church’s governance and ministry.52 This is perhaps unfair to 
Schleiermacher’s original conception and, in an effort to counter any perception that he had subordinated 
philosophical and historical theology to the practical in the metaphor of a tree, he abandons the image completely 
in his revised 1830 edition.53 Schleiermacher’s own words present a more nuanced account of the relationship 
between practical theology and the other theological disciplines: “Practical theology is the crown of theological 
study because it presupposes everything else; it is also the final part of the study because it prepares for direct 
action.”54 
 
Other models of applied theology have since attempted to give due weight to the contribution it returns to the 
other theological disciplines.55 This is in part to reassert the intellectual legitimacy and rigour of practical theology 
following its cloistered and narrow expression in the professionalization of ministerial education in the nineteenth 
century.56 It is also to counter a perception that “people of faith outside the academy do not practice or produce 
theology.” 57  Restricted in seminaries and theological colleges to the perceived “clericalized amateurism” of 
unreflective instruction and tuition in the tasks of ministry, practical theology “was not thought to have an 
important part to play in theological theorizing.”58 The second half of the twentieth century has seen something 
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of a renaissance in the discipline and freed it from a focus on the consolidation of competencies to be a powerful 
tool for combining theological content, method and outcomes.  
 
The primary tension in approaches to applied theology, as has been alluded to in Schleiermacher’s original 
conception as well as Avis’ rediscovery of polity as an outworking of ecclesiology, is between an inductive and 
deductive framework for understanding the directional flow between practice and theory. A deductive approach 
takes as immutable the assumptions and assertions of philosophical and doctrinal theology and seeks to enact 
them in the church’s form (governance and polity) and life (ministry and proclamation). Applied theology, then, 
becomes the servant of systematics: 
 
Such a relationship, however, is not satisfactory for either side. On the one hand it 
removes the independent status of practical theology, making it into a subsection of 
dogmatics, whilst on the other hand it opens systematic theologians to charges of 
irrelevance and inapplicability from practical theologians. The result of this uneasy 
relationship was the drifting apart of the two disciplines.59 
 
In contradistinction, an inductive approach starts first with reflection on Christian praxis and derives from it 
theological reasoning to bear on the formulation and expression of Christian orthodoxy. This inductive reasoning 
has dominated recent approaches to applied theology.60 Chiefly influential has been Seward Hiltner’s 1958 book 
Preface to Pastoral Theology which divided the realm of theological enquiry into two fields: ‘logic-centred’ and 
‘operation-centred’. 61 Applied theology sits within the latter and is further subdivided into the three ‘perspectives’ 
of Shepherding, Communicating and Organizing.62  The examination of polity would fall within this latter 
subdivision. Hiltner offers his own reformulation of pastoral theology as: 
 
that branch or field of theological knowledge and enquiry that brings the shepherding 
perspective to bear upon all the operations and functions of the church and the 
                                                             
59
 Campbell 2000, 79 
60
 Mager 2011, 257 
61
 Campbell 2000, 80–81 
62
 Hiltner 2000, 30 
 23 
minister, and then draws conclusions of a theological order from reflection on these 
observations.63 
 
Hiltner’s inductive methodology has been criticised for failing to substantiate how present experience can make 
sense of and relate to the church’s “historical basis as attested to in scripture,” and, rather than counter the 
unidirectional flow from root to branch which characterised the deductive approach and isolated systematics 
from applied theology in the nineteenth century, his segregation into two distinct and bounded ‘fields’ offers no 
solution as to how they might be bridged.64 Hiltner also calls into question the normative place of revelation and 
Scripture in the discernment of theological truth, subjecting it to the judgement of Christian experience: 
 
We can never forget Paul and by implication all traditional theological wisdom. But this 
can never be a substitute for observing our pastoral experience, generalizing on it 
theologically, and checking it against the wisdom of the Christian ages.65 
 
If, then, a deductive approach to applied theology fails to take adequate account of Christian experience as itself 
formative to the exploration and discovery of faith and, alternatively, an entirely inductive approach subverts the 
content of that faith, along with the revelatory purpose of God, entirely to the judgement of experience and an 
uncritical appropriation of the social sciences, is applied theology capable of conceptualising a methodologically 
satisfactory response to these concerns?  
 
A recent response to this concern has been to recast the strict dichotomy between theory and practice in terms 
of a “critical conversation.”66 Such an approach encourages a “mutual, dialogical process” rather than a strictly 
deductive “application of theological truths and conclusions in practice" and inductive inference grounded only 
in subjective experience.67 Both the inductive and deductive approaches do lead to a certain level of certainty in 
the one-way flow of theological reasoning, whereas a more dialogical method is inherently more dynamic and, 
consequently, “an exercise in creative imagination, the interplay of idea and action, with all the ambiguity and 
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inconclusiveness which this implies.” 68  Avoiding the “false dichotomy” of theory and praxis promotes “a 
constructive theology in its own right … open for ongoing consideration and critique.”69 Similarly, this suggests a 
re-evaluation of the place of theology more generally from a strictly scientific endeavour, formulating and testing 
“theories aimed at enhancing knowledge,” to an expression of artistic imagination which “explores patterns of 
meaning and … seeks to open up new possibilities.”70  
 
Such expressive theological imagining is not only to be found abundantly in the lived experience of Christians, 
but is also more likely to impact and take root in the Christian community and its participation in God’s mission 
in the world. A process of meaning-making and discovery lies at the heart of theological enquiry, as Anselm’s fides 
quaerens intellectum asserts, which necessarily involves a dialogical process as experience makes sense of 
revelation which in turn unveils truth in context: 
 
Systematic, or for that matter any kind of, theology is an interpretive practice itself that 
assumes all kinds of experiential and evaluative processes that differ in time and place. 
It can hardly be considered a body of knowledge that is given once and for all. In other 
words, to the extent that theology is considered a historical, hermeneutical, or 
contextual effort, theology cannot simply be regarded as a method of deductive 
reasoning.71 
 
It is apparent, then, that applied, or practical, theology straddles a definitional boundary between being both a 
theological discipline in its own right as well as a theological method.72 Theological reflection on ecclesial polity, 
itself a sub-discipline of ecclesiology, is then both an expression of applied theology as well as an approach by 
which it can be further understood, tested against theological resources and, ultimately, empowered to effect a 
robust ecclesiological vision for the church’s ordering and common life. 
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This examination of Anglican polity involves significant engagement with the historical narrative of its evolution 
and development. An historico-critical approach to church polity complements the methodology of applied 
theology in providing for a “critical conversation between the past and the present … [allowing] an even more 
nuanced approach to theological interpretation of particular events in the present.”73 Through this historical 
survey of the development of a particular polity, certain themes and problems are brought more clearly into focus, 
providing the prompt for further sustained theological reflection in succeeding chapters. Engagement with 
Anglican self-reflection on its own polity draws out how questions of authority, interdependence and autonomy 
have been posed in the past and continue to have relevance in the current climate of perceived crisis and disunity. 
Historical enquiry, then, provides the context out of which key issues may be explored. A ‘thick description’ by 
means of a diachronic historical analysis of the development and nature of provincial polity and metropolitical 
authority as it has developed within Anglicanism in itself makes a new contribution to understanding a little-
studied aspect of Anglican polity. However, combined with the context-reflection-action process of applied 
theology it also enables the synchronic examination of contemporary questions leading to transforming action. 
The structure of this dissertation follows this threefold process of context-reflection-action characteristic of 
applied theology. 
 
A broad historical survey of the nature of provincial polity and metropolitical authority as it has developed and is 
understood within Anglicanism is undertaken in Part One, through three chapters. Chapter One outlines the 
early origins of provincial polity in the Early Church and its introduction to the British Isles at the beginning of 
the seventh century through Augustine’s mission to Canterbury, while charting some of the historiography of 
metropolitical authority within England and its appropriation and application to the questions of Anglican 
comprehensiveness arising in the late-seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The chapter concludes with the 
establishment of the Royal Supremacy, through the English Reformation and Elizabethan Settlement, as providing 
the ‘coping stone’ by which the provincial polity of the English church was held together.  
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Chapter Two explores the very early development of distinctively ‘Anglican’ expressions of being church outside 
England: in Scotland, the United States of America and Ireland. This chapter is not intended to provide a 
comprehensive history of this development, but rather to explore how provincial polity and metropolitical 
authority was adapted (as in Scotland), asserted (as in Ireland, albeit unsuccessfully, in defining itself within a 
‘United Church’) and abandoned (as in the United States).  
 
Chapter Three follows the birth in the nineteenth century of the modern institution discernible as today’s 
Anglican Communion. This involved the establishment of the first colonial bishoprics, based on the authority of 
royal Letters Patent, which provided the legal foundation for the exportation of metropolitical authority 
throughout the British Empire. This chapter tells the story of the first metropolitical see to be erected among the 
Anglican churches since Augustine’s mission to Canterbury over a millennium earlier, at Calcutta, and the 
subsequent growth of a provincial polity within the colonial dominions of Australasia, Canada and South Africa. 
Questions of authority and legitimacy which challenged the legal and ecclesial foundations of this metropolitical 
authority, such as were played out in South Africa in the notorious ‘Colenso Affair’, led to an increase in the 
assertion of provincial autonomy and an eventual settlement influenced largely through the efforts of the colonial 
bishops, including George Augustus Selwyn of New Zealand, Robert Gray of Cape Town and William Grant 
Broughton of Sydney. Broughton’s influence, particularly, requires reassessment as his impact has been largely 
neglected and overshadowed by the notoriety of Gray and the Colenso controversy, and the charisma of Selwyn. 
The settlement achieved in this critical period came to be codified through the early Lambeth Conferences and 
continues to influence contemporary understandings of Anglican polity. 
 
Parts Two and Three bring into focus some of the key ecclesial questions regarding provincial polity within 
Anglicanism which have been drawn to the surface through the contextual and historical narrative of its 
development in Part One. Part Two explores the emergence of a ‘national church’ polity, the twentieth-century 
successor to the ‘contained catholicity’ of the English Reformation, and the failure of provincial polity to take hold 
along anything other than national lines in Scotland, the USA and Ireland. Chapter Four contains a critique of 
this ‘national church’ polity, and its pretension to be the ideal form of a complete and self-contained constituent 
component of the Communion, as deficient in its claim to catholicity. While the experience of Anglican colonial 
expansion in the nineteenth century had witnessed a resurgence in ecclesiological reflection on the place of the 
province and the nature of metropolitical authority in Anglican polity, this creative and dynamic framework for 
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building a true communion of churches was replaced in the twentieth century by the façade of the ‘national 
church’. This development is traced through the language of Lambeth Conferences between 1920 and 1948, the 
broader ascendency of the ‘nation state’ in dominating the geopolitical landscape and some reflection on how 
current trends in the field of International Relations might inform and nuance the ecclesial appropriation of 
concepts such as sovereignty, legitimacy and recognition.  
 
Chapter Five continues this reflection on the ‘national church’ through a close reading of the constitutions of the 
member-churches of the Communion. This project is particularly informed by archival research at the Anglican 
Communion Office based in London. This research demonstrates that there is typically some nascent articulation 
of relationality with other parts of the Communion, and the Archbishop of Canterbury, built into the 
constitutional foundations of member-churches as well as some level of consistency with regard to the definition 
and exercise of metropolitical authority within those churches. This latter feature is a result of a resolute effort 
from within the Anglican Communion Office in the 1960s and 70s to promote the independence, self-sufficiency 
and self-determinism of member-churches in response to perceived inequalities in the relational dynamic based 
on both the historical circumstances of colonial inheritance as well as the directional flow of missionary aid and 
resources. It is this development which has directly given rise to what former Archbishop of Canterbury, Robert 
Runcie, decried as the “shibboleth of autonomy” as a maxim of Anglican polity. However, the internal consistency 
evident within provincial constitutions regarding metropolitical authority, including a marked shift from the 
personal to its corporate and synodical expression, is not matched by any commensurate reckoning of how 
churches might relate inter-provincially within the Communion. 
 
Instead this work has been taken up by the Primates, themselves personally representative of the autonomy of 
member-churches while increasingly assuming through their ‘Primates’ Meetings’ an executive and magisterial 
authority which usurps the authority represented through the collective and collegial discernment of the other 
‘Instruments of Communion’: the Anglican Consultative Council and Lambeth Conferences. Part Three follows 
this exploration and critique of the developing role of primacy within Anglicanism. Through this exploration it 
becomes apparent that the increasing assertion of primatial authority within Anglicanism is not in fact an answer 
to the “shibboleth of autonomy” but is instead the natural extension of a ‘national church’ polity being played out 
at the level of the international Communion. Accordingly, the Primates have become the personification of single 
national ecclesial units, all but obliterating the nuanced and complex relationships of a properly provincial polity. 
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Chapter Six will proceed with some brief discussion of the background and development of primacy in the 
Anglican tradition, sketching the concept’s origins as part of the varied and complex degrees of ecclesiastical 
honours and papal preferment in the Western Church and its distinctively Anglican evolution both within the 
British Isles and beyond. Some key manifestations of the problem of primacy, which emerge from this history and 
continue to have a bearing on the Anglican experience of the concept, will be explored: the problematic 
appropriation of patristic sources and terminology such as prima sedes (Council of Nicea 325) and “primacy of 
honour” (Council of Constantinople 381) to legitimate a particular understanding of primacy within Anglican 
polity, as well as the haphazard development during the eleventh and twelfth centuries of the distinct office of 
‘Primate’ in the Western Church, not least in the British Isles, and its questionable continuity with its current 
Anglican incarnation. The central problem which emerges from this discussion is whether primacy is in any way 
related to any formal jurisdiction or authority, or whether it is a purely honorific ‘dignity’ which commands 
nothing more than esteem. 
 
This will lead to a more extended examination in Chapter Seven of the contemporary conceptualisation of primacy 
within the Communion, by means of a narrative account of the increasing international prominence of the 
Primates as they have gathered, since the 1970s, in the regular Primates’ Meetings. This has been the principal 
forum through which the Primates have forged a greater self-awareness and articulation of their identity and role 
in Anglican ecclesial polity. As with the constitutional project which informed the previous chapter, this work has 
also been facilitated through research undertaken in the archives of the Anglican Communion Office. Following 
the successful completion of the constitutional project in the Summer of 2016, I continued during Michaelmas 
Term that year to work on a project of locating, organising and digitising all material relating to the Primates’ 
Meetings. Access to this archival material has enabled me to chart some of the major themes of the Primates’ 
deliberations, principal among them being the nature of primacy itself.  
 
Finally, this chapter’s exploration of the nature of primacy within Anglicanism will conclude with some evaluation 
of the January 2016 Primates’ Meeting at Canterbury, the first convened by Archbishop Justin Welby and widely 
reported as a potential turning point in Anglican ecclesiology.74 I was fortunate to have some involvement in the 
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preparations for this meeting, acting as Secretary to the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Working Group, tasked with 
producing preparatory reports for the Primates under the direction of Bishop Graham Kings, and contributed 
significantly to the ecclesiology paper prepared for that meeting. Through reflection on this experience, as well as 
analysis of the considerable commentary which both preceded and followed the meeting, some conclusions may 
be drawn concerning the nature of primacy as it is currently inhabited and exercised in Anglican ecclesiology and 
its future directions. Increasingly the ministry of the Primates is standing in for metropolitical authority within 
international Anglicanism and it is critical to appreciate the current trend away from institutional metropolitical 
jurisdiction in favour of a personal and pastoral primacy in order to assess the place of provincial polity for the 
future of the Communion. 
 
Part Four completes the context-reflection-action process through the practical application of this reflection on 
provincial polity to the case study of the Anglican Church of Australia and, within it, the role of the Province of 
Victoria in responding to issues of Professional Standards and Safeguarding most recently brought to public 
scrutiny by the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. The Anglican Church of 
Australia is often cited as analogous to the Communion: having a loose federal system where individual dioceses 
have considerable autonomy. 75  The Australian experience offers insights not only for the reassertion of a 
provincial polity within the international Communion but also within the existing structures of multi-province 
national churches.  
 
Chapter Eight will explore more deeply the claim that the Australian context represents a microcosm of the 
Communion. This exploration will take account of the formal constitutive elements of the Anglican Church of 
Australia, the structure of its national institutions, its written constitution and system of tribunals, as well as the 
reality of a strong ‘diocesanism’ within the church’s polity which marks it out as somewhat unique among the 
churches of the Communion. The origin and development of this ‘diocesanism’ will be briefly surveyed, along 
with some assessment of its interaction with the ecclesial province and the ‘national church’.  
 
Chapter Nine will examine how the dysfunction of the ‘national church’ within Australia, and the problems posed 
by ‘diocesanism’, have been brought sharply into focus through the recent Royal Commission into Institutional 
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Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. 76 The provinces within the Australian church, however, have emerged as having 
potential to drive a response to the concerns of the Royal Commission in implementing a regime for Professional 
and Episcopal Standards which co-ordinates dioceses in a consistent and clearly defined scheme which does not 
impinge on their autonomy but expresses a ‘whole-church’ commitment to seeking justice for all those impacted, 
as well as strategies for prevention and accountability. The ecclesiological implication of this is that here, as a 
concrete and clearly defined example, a provincial polity is proving to offer a vision of Anglicanism which can 
make claim to an identity, though not exclusively so, as One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic. The Australian 
example exemplifies the potential of provincial polity to be a paradigm for international Anglicanism, offering it 
a theologically robust and credible ecclesiology into the twenty-first century.  
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– Part One – 
The Pedigree of a Polity 
 
The use of the term province for the member bodies of the Communion seems to have 
crept into Anglican discourse partly by accident. In Anglican ecclesiology the so-called 
provinces are more properly understood as churches. There are exceptions and 
anomalies: there are provinces that are made up of more than one particular or national 
church; some churches consist of more than one province; and some member churches 
of the Communion are legally styled the Province, etc. Nevertheless, the important 
point is that they are churches, with all the privileges and responsibilities of churches.77 
 
The province has crept, like a kind of ecclesiological critter, behind the Communion cupboard to nest in our 
Anglican polity. That, at least, seems to be the understanding of the Inter-Anglican Standing Commission on 
Unity Faith and Order (IASCUFO)’s summative report, Towards a Symphony of Instruments, as it attempts to 
account for the confusing and conflicting use of the term within Anglicanism, particularly since the rapid 
establishment and growth of provinces in the second half of the twentieth century. At the very least, this 
somewhat dismissive assessment of the province within Anglican polity highlights not only the confusion around 
which the term is used and understood, but also the contested nature of Anglican ecclesiology itself as it struggles 
to convincingly articulate and locate the relationship between its own structures with the correlating theological 
reality of the Christian ecclesia.  
 
Through an exploration of the development of the province within ecclesiology, beginning with its relationship 
to the geographical demarcation of the Roman Empire and its gradual consolidation alongside the codification of 
metropolitical authority and culminating in a study of the development of a distinctly Anglican provincial polity 
through the long eighteenth century and colonial era, the following three chapters will demonstrate that the 
province has a greater pedigree within Anglican polity than IASCUFO imagines and that, while the use of the 
term has become confused, a rediscovery of our provincial polity would not only be beneficial for the future of 
Anglicanism but also faithful to its history and development.  
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Chapter 1: ‘A Glorious and Salutiferous Œconomy’  
– Provincial Polity Established 
 
The origin of provincial boundaries and the locus of metropolitical authority developed in the Early Church largely 
alongside the pre-existing political units of the late Roman Empire. During the Roman Tetrarchy, civil 
administrative provinces were subdivided into smaller units and organised under thirteen dioceses which 
themselves formed an intermediate level of governance below the Praetorian prefecture.78  These provincial 
boundaries were taken over into the ecclesiastical polity by the end of the fourth century, and the major dioceses 
were largely reflected in the development of patriarchates and exarchates.79  
 
An interest in chronicling the development of this provincial polity within the Church, and its relationship to 
provincial boundaries in the late Roman Empire, was sparked in continental Europe during the sixteenth and 
early seventeenth centuries. In particular this is illustrated in Charles Vialart’s 1641 Notitia Ecclesiae80 and Guido 
Pancirolus’ commentary on the fifth-century Roman manuscript, Notitia Dignitatum, which set out in detail the 
organisational units of the Roman Empire in both the East and West.81 
 
This scholarship was taken up within England in the early eighteenth century. The aforementioned Roger Altham, 
Archdeacon of Middlesex, employs these sources in a vigorous defence of the harmony between civil and ecclesial 
polity as demonstrated in part by the conformity of the Early Church’s provincial structure with the Roman system 
of governance. Altham draws on both Pancirolus and Vialart, as well as the works of Italian Cardinal Robert 
Bellarmine and Archbishop of Paris Pierre de Marca.82 
 
Joseph Bingham and the Origines Ecclesiasticae 
 
However, the most comprehensive and significant account written in English of the development of provincial 
polity within the Early Church is contained within the extensive work of Joseph Bingham. In 1695, following a 
sermon on the Trinity which was deemed “false, impious and heretical,” Bingham was forced to resign his 
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fellowship at University College, Oxford and retreated to a parochial living near Winchester.83 He devoted much 
of his remaining life to scholarship and, between 1708 and 1722, produced a ten-volume history of the Church, 
Origines Ecclesiasticae, intended to: 
 
… give such a Methodical Account of the Antiquities of the Christian Church, as others 
have done of the Greek, and Roman, and Jewish Antiquities; not by writing an 
Historical, or continued Chronological Account of all Transactions, as they happened 
in the Church … but by reducing the antient Customs, Usages and Practices of the 
Church under certain proper Heads, whereby the Reader may take a View at once of 
any particular Usage or Custom of Christians, for four or five of the first Centuries.84  
 
Translated into Latin after his death and running through various reprints, abridgements and translations in 
German and Dutch,85  Bingham’s work was again rediscovered in the mid-nineteenth century having been 
republished in nine volumes together with sermons and other personal papers by his great-grandson Richard 
Bingham. This act of great-grandfilial piety was perhaps not entirely selfless, Bingham Jr notes in his introductory 
life of the author: 
 
Here I hope I may be allowed to observe, how frequently it occurs, and how encouraging 
it is to reflect, that the merits of an eminent ancestor are productive of honour or 
emolument to their posterity.86  
 
Nevertheless, Joseph Bingham’s contribution is certainly comprehensive and has recently been described as 
“unsurpassed,”87 although this may euphemistically reflect something of an unwillingness or neglect in recent 
scholarship, particularly within Anglican studies, to examine issues of provincial polity.88 Although Bingham has 
been relatively well researched in relation to his part in the controversy over lay baptism in the seventeenth 
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century,89 a rediscovery of his work on the development of ecclesial polity is essential for constructing a coherent 
narrative of provincial ecclesiology and metropolitical authority as it has emerged and continues to function 
within Anglicanism.  
 
The earliest origins of provincial polity are difficult to pinpoint. Although it has been asserted that it may reach 
back as far as the end of the second century, this is difficult to substantiate convincingly.90 With reference to 
Eusebius and Chrysostom, Bingham points to the superintendency of Timothy and Titus in Ephesus and Crete as 
an early precursor to metropolitical authority among the episcopate. 91 Particularly, Bingham refers to Eusebius’ 
brief mention within his Church History to: 
 
Timothy, so it is recorded, was the first to receive the episcopate of the parish in 
Ephesus, Titus of the churches in Crete.92 
 
and also to Chrystostom’s homily on Titus: 
 
Titus was an approved one of the companions of Paul; otherwise, he would not have 
committed to him the charge of that whole island, nor would he have commanded him 
to supply what was deficient, as he says, “That thou shouldest set in order the things 
that are wanting.” He would not have given him jurisdiction over so many Bishops, if 
he had not placed great confidence in him.93 
 
Even Bingham must concede that this does not constitute the most conclusive of evidence on which to presume 
a “General Settlement of Metropolitans in every Province” at the time of the Apostles or shortly thereafter.94 He 
does, however, outline a tendency toward the evolution of metropolitical authority through the first three 
centuries: 
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If we ascend higher yet, and look into the 2nd Century, there are some Foot-steps of 
the same Power, though not so evident as the former [discussion of Nicea]. Lyons in 
France was a Metropolis in the Civil Account, and Irenaeus who was Bishop of it, is said 
to have the Superintendency of the Gallican Paroeciae, or Dioceses, as Eusebius words 
it. Philip Bishop of Gortyna in Crete, is stiled by Dionysius of Corinth, Bishop of all the 
Cretian Churches. Polycrates Bishop of Ephesus presided in Council over all the Bishops 
of Asia Palmas Bishop of Amastris over the Bishops of Pontus, and Theophilus of 
Caesarea with Narcissus of Jerusalem, over the rest of the Bishops of Palestine … ‘Tis 
true indeed, none of these are expressly called Metropolitans : For that Name scarcely 
occurs in any ancient Record before the Council of Nice : But they were at first termed 
πρῶτοι and κεφαλαὶ, chief Bishops, and Heads of the Province, as the Apostolical Canon 
stiles them.95  
 
Bingham’s leaning on the Canons of the Apostles for some earlier authority for metropolitans, albeit under a 
different name, seems somewhat tendentious given what is largely considered to be a later date for their 
authorship than even Nicea.96 Futhermore, the text of Canon 35 to which Bingham refers does not use the terms 
πρῶτοι and κεραλαὶ substantively as he seems to infer, as if parallel to metropolitan as a title or style, but rather 
uses them simply as descriptive of the relationship of some bishops with others. This is not to discount, however, 
that herein lies something of a precursor or reflection of metropolitical authority.97 
 
Provincial Polity in the Canons of the Early Church  
 
At the very least, it seems apparent that by the Council of Nicea in 325 a structured system of metropolitical 
authority and a provincial polity had become normative and justified according to ancient custom: 
 
Canon 4. It is by all means desirable that a bishop should be appointed by all the 
bishops of the province. But if this is difficult because of some pressing necessity or the 
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length of the journey involved, let at least three come together and perform the 
ordination, but only after the absent bishops have taken part in the vote and given their 
written consent. But in each province the right of confirming the proceedings belongs 
to the metropolitan bishop.98  
 
While this may not reflect a fully developed metropolitical jurisdiction by the time of Nicea, it does indicate that 
already the bishop of the metropolis is exercising some primacy of honour, if not greater authority. So, Canon 6 
of the Nicene canons acknowledges, as well established custom, the patriarchal primacy of the bishop of 
Alexandria over Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis.99 The Canons of Antioch, traditionally dated to 341 although recent 
scholarship suggests they may originate in an earlier synod of 338, 100  demonstrate an already established 
provincial polity and go further to explicitly set out and attempt to regulate the nature of the relationship between 
bishops and their metropolitans: 
 
[Canon 9] It behoves the bishops in every province to acknowledge the bishop who 
presides in the metropolis, and who has to take thought for the whole province; because 
all men of business come together from every quarter to the metropolis. Wherefore it 
is decreed that he have precedence in rank, and that the other bishops do nothing 
extraordinary without him, (according to the ancient canon which prevailed from [the 
times of] our Fathers) or such things only as pertain to their own particular parishes 
and the districts subject to them. For each bishop has authority over his own parish, 
both to manage it with the piety which is incumbent on every one, and to make 
provision for the whole district which is dependent on his city; to ordain presbyters and 
deacons; and to settle everything with judgment. But let him undertake nothing further 
without the bishop of the metropolis; neither the latter without the consent of the 
others.101 
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There is much in this canon that is resonant with current supposed ‘hallmarks’ of Anglican ecclesial polity. There 
seems to be an early acceptance of something like subsidiarity; where each bishop is left to exercise authority in 
“such things as have reference to the diocese of each.”102 The emphasis of the canon, however, remains on the 
authority of the metropolitan and their particular ministry of responsibility “to take thought for the whole 
province,” thereby calling for a kind of canonical obedience as might be understood today.  
 
Furthermore, this metropolitical authority is not absolute, but is instead balanced by the conventions of a 
consensual collegiality with the other bishops. Elsewhere, the canons of Antioch strongly condemn the practice 
of bishops attempting to exercise jurisdiction, particularly by ordaining persons to ministry, outside the 
boundaries of their own province (Canon 13), and envisage the settlement of disputes and exercise of discipline 
among bishops to be undertaken within their own provinces; unless there is disagreement in which case the 
metropolitan looks to the opinion of the neighbouring provinces (Canon 14).103 
 
Augustine of Canterbury and Provincial Polity in the British Isles 
 
The nature and development of the earliest ecclesial polity in Britain is more difficult to discern. It is evident that 
British bishops were present at the Council of Arles in 314; Eborius and Restitutus from York and London 
respectively and a third, Adelphius, who may have been from Colchester.104 Athanasius counts Britain among 
those places which have accepted the Nicene position against the Arians, and his distinction between the churches 
of Spain, Gaul and Britain suggests some separation of ecclesial organisation which may perhaps reflect an 
independent ecclesial province in Britain by the mid-fourth century.105  
 
Nevertheless, the state of Christianity in Britain at this time is not likely to have been prosperous, evidenced at 
the Council of Rimini in 359 where three British bishops “were driven to accept the imperial offer of money to pay 
their expenses, though all the other bishops present had refused to do so in order to preserve their 
independence.”106 However, the influence and character of Christianity in Britain would undergo a major shift 
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following the decline of Roman influence which precipitated the “collapse and abandonment of towns and villas” 
as well as a “drastic reorientation from eastern to western Britain, prompted by the Anglo-Saxon raids.”107  
 
This disruption did not annihilate Christianity from Britain, but the influence of Anglo-Saxon paganism and the 
dismantling of any kind of organizational unity based on the Roman province, situated in urban centres, caused 
a distinctive polity to develop responsive to local conditions. The increasing uptake of a monastic ecclesial model, 
following the Irish experience, suited this locally based polity but was not entirely divorced from the wider 
influence of Roman Christianity as particularly expressed in Gaul: 
 
By the sixth century there was thus a Christian social nexus operating against the 
background of contacts with the eastern Mediterranean, Gaul, and the developing 
churches in Ireland. In this nexus monasticism, which had arisen in the eastern 
Mediterranean in the years around 300 and was practised in Gaul by the late fourth 
century, was known and becoming increasingly important … Monasticism was all 
pervasive in the sixth-century Church, and coexisted with continuing episcopal power 
– most conspicuously in Gaul, where bishops were the main agents for spreading it. The 
aspect of the ‘Celtic Church’ myth which pictures an idiosyncratic all-monastic culture, 
isolated both from its Roman background and from mainstream aspects of Church 
governance, is thus fundamentally misleading.108 
 
Despite some measure of continuing ecclesial organisation under these conditions through the joint influence of 
monastic and episcopal structures, the fractious nature of authority and power across the kingdoms of post-
Roman Britain makes it difficult to discern any clear scheme of ecclesial polity. This is not to assert that such a 
scheme was absent; there is some intriguing evidence from Northumbria, the west midlands and Wessex that pre-
Augustinian British Christianity was organised, complex and mobilised for evangelism.109 This does not cohere, 
however, with Bede’s “project to construct a new English Christian identity, founded on Gregorian Rome, which 
encouraged a British cultural amnesia and cold-shouldered any help – if in fact there was any – on offer from the 
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learned and well-organized Churches of western Britain.”110 Bede’s assessment of the British bishops upon the 
arrival of Augustine, therefore, is necessarily low and chief among his accusations is: 
 
… that they never preached the faith to the Saxons, or English, who dwelt amongst 
them. Nevertheless, the goodness of God did not forsake his people, whom he 
foreknew, but sent to the aforesaid nation much more worthy heralds of the truth, to 
bring it to the faith.111 
 
A further distinction is made by Gregory in a letter to Augustine distinguishing between the British bishops and 
those of Gaul under the authority of the Bishop of Arles. While Augustine was to respect the metropolitical 
independence of the Gauls – “because the bishop of Arles received the pall in ancient times from my predecessors, 
and we are not to deprive him of the authority he has received” – with respect to “all the bishops of Britain, we 
commit them all to your care, that the unlearned may be taught, the weak strengthened by persuasion, and the 
perverse corrected by authority.”112 Augustine’s approach, however, was not to assimilate into the pre-existing 
polity, but rather to impose a new provincial structure, under the authority of Pope Gregory, and the creation of 
new bishoprics which would for a time sit alongside, and eventually supersede, the native church of the Britons. 
 
The establishment of provincial polity under the explicit patriarchal authority of the Bishop of Rome was brought 
to England with Augustine’s arrival in 597 and his subsequent consecration as Archbishop and Metropolitan in 
601. Correspondence between Pope Gregory and Augustine, reproduced in Bede’s Ecclesiastical History, details 
the mechanics of establishing a new province born out of Augustine’s early missionary success: 
 
… because the new Church of the English is brought to the grace of Almighty God by 
the bounty of the same Lord, and by your toil, we grant to you the use of the pall in the 
same to perform the solemnities of masses only, so that in several places you ordain 
twelve [several] bishops to be under your authority so far as that the bishop of the City 
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of London ought always hereafter to be consecrated by his own synod and receive the 
pall of honour from this holy and Apostolic See which, by God’s authority, I serve.113  
 
The granting of the pall symbolically bestowed metropolitical authority upon Augustine and his successors; whom 
it was intended thereafter would base their see in the more prominent city of London rather than Canterbury, 
which had served as a convenient base for Augustine’s early missionary work but was likely deemed inferior to 
the dignity of a metropolitan.114 Augustine was also charged to consecrate other bishops under him, and so in 604 
he laid hands upon Mellitus (London), Justus (Rochester) and, somewhat irregularly as it was during his own 
lifetime, Laurentius to succeed him at Canterbury.115 As well as these, Gregory further envisaged the creation of 
another British province with its metropolitical see based in York; the important capital of the former Roman 
province Britannia Inferior: 
 
Moreover we will that you send a bishop to York, whom you shall have seen fit to ordain 
– yet only so that if the same city shall receive the word of God along with the 
neighbouring places, he himself also ordain twelve bishops, and enjoy the honour of 
metropolitan, because if our life last we intend, with the Lord’s favour, to give him also 
the pall. But we will that he be subject to your authority, my brother, and that after 
your decease he should preside over the bishops he has ordained, but without being in 
any wise subject to the Bishop of London.116 
 
Not all was to go exactly to plan. Augustine and Gregory both died in 604, and the passing of metropolitical status 
from Canterbury to London never eventuated owing to a cocktail of political and social upheavals which left the 
see vacant between 617 and 654. Canterbury, therefore, retained the primacy within the province and the fourth 
incumbent of that see, Justus, consecrated Paulinus as first bishop of York following his successful mission to 
Northumbria in 625.117 Claims to rightful status as metropolitan were made occasionally by bishops of London: 
Anselm, in a letter to Pope Paschal II in 1108 which principally concerns the unwillingness of the new Archbishop 
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of York to declare obedience to Canterbury thus delaying his consecration, urges against granting a pallium to the 
bishop of London; presumably refuting a request by the incoming bishop of that see, Richard de Belmeis: 
 
Hoc ipsum et eodem affectu suggero reverentiae vestrae de Lundonia, si eius episcopo 
pallium petitur, quod numquam habuit, ut scilicet ad hoc nullatenus assensum 
praebeat.118 
 
There is some irony to Belmeis’ claim as he was himself a key proponent of securing York’s submission to 
Canterbury and, following Anselm’s death in 1109, consecrated Thomas as Archbishop of York.119 However, he 
maintained a claim to primacy over Thomas during the vacancy of the see of Canterbury.120 A generation later the 
successor to Belmeis’ nephew, also Bishop of London, Gilbert Foliot, would renew this claim to metropolitical 
status and independence from Canterbury.121 Refusing to accept his excommunication by Thomas Becket, he 
based this claim upon the historically spurious assertions of the “past glories of the see” recounted in Geoffrey of 
Monmouth’s Historia Regum Britanniae. 122  
 
These claims were never realised. Hence there would be two ecclesial provinces in Britain, according to Gregory’s 
original design, although the see of Lichfield briefly enjoyed a short lived elevation to the dignity of metropolitan 
in the late eighth century owing to the rise of the Kingdom of Mercia.123 Despite the seemingly clear intentions of 
Gregory, there would persist an ambiguity and dispute over the equivalent status and relationship between the 
primatial sees of Canterbury and York until its distinctively ‘Anglican’ settlement in the fourteenth century.124  
 
This survey of the earliest development of provincial polity and its establishment in England is not simply of 
historical interest but rather has a direct relevance to questions of contemporary Anglican polity, not least by 
establishing the foundation for the structures which are still in place both in the Church of England and 
throughout the Communion and which continue to be replicated. Furthermore, it is evident that the province has 
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an authentic and integral place within Anglican polity and one which predates a ‘national church’ model. 
Fundamental to provincial polity is the balancing of both independence and interdependence, as it is based on an 
essentially relational ecclesiology which eschews both isolationist self-sufficiency and overly-constrictive 
centralism. An early distinction is also evident between metropolitical authority and primatial precedence. The 
nature and scope of primatial authority, as will be explored further in Chapter Six and Chapter Seven, continues 
to be contested and misunderstood within Anglicanism. The negotiation of a shared primacy in England – a model 
also followed for similar reasons in Ireland – demonstrates the relational tension inherent in holding together 
rival centres of authority. Furthermore, an unhelpful emphasis on ‘national church’ governance obscures the 
legitimate role of metropolitical authority and the province and, in the contemporary Anglican Communion, the 
crude assertion of primatial authority has come to replace it. This infatuation with the ‘national church’ model 
was to take root at the English Reformation and put in motion a perpetually problematic Anglican polity. 
 
An Ecclesial ‘Coping Stone’: The English Reformation and the Royal Supremacy  
 
The Henrician Reformation in England marks a fundamental and decisive shift away from the inherent 
relationality of provincial polity to the self-sufficiency of the particular church bounded within the Realm by the 
Royal Supremacy. The English Church was henceforth to define itself fundamentally as a national church, and 
this nationally based ecclesiology has become a mantra of Anglicanism: 
 
The idea of a ‘national church’ belongs to the essence of historical Anglicanism and is 
integral to the Anglican understanding of the Church. I would say that the dominant 
concrete form of the Church recognised by historical Anglicanism is the national one.125 
 
This assertion that a national ecclesial polity is of the esse of Anglicanism extends not only to England but makes 
a claim to be foundational to the very “existence of the worldwide Anglican Communion.”126 The veracity of this 
claim in relation to contemporary Anglicanism will be tested in following chapters; it is sufficient here to give 
some accounting for its genesis in the settlement which emerged out of the English Reformation. 
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The positive formulation of the English Church as ‘national’ naturally stands in contradistinction to that which, 
in both an ecclesiological and juridical sense, is ‘foreign’. The characterisation in England of papal authority as a 
‘foreign jurisdiction’ during the sixteenth century creates the legal framework for both spiritual and temporal 
independence within the Realm.127 That legal framework was itself predicated on the claim, articulated in the 
Ecclesiastical Appeals Act of 1532, that “this Realm of England is an Empire, and so hath been accepted in the 
World, governed by one supreme Head and King, having the Dignity and Royal Estate of the Imperial Crown of 
the same.”128 Although codified in the 1532 Act, there had been a growing movement in the attempt to find a 
resolution to Henry’s ‘great matter’ to promote and substantiate this assertion that the English Crown rightfully 
laid claim to an imperial status – thereby according it complete sovereignty in matters both spiritual and temporal 
without recourse to papal, or any other, appeal.129 The most crucial collection of evidence prepared in pursuit of 
this constitutional claim to ecclesial autonomy was the exhaustive collectanea satis copiosa. 
 
The significance of the collectanea satis copiosa has only come to be appreciated in studies of the Henrician 
Reformation relatively recently.130 The original manuscript exists in a series of folios held at the British Library 
and includes a number of collected materials and annotations by the King.131 It was likely put together through a 
committee of scholars and presented to Henry around 1530, and would form not only the basis for the assertion 
of the Royal Supremacy but also put forward arguments for the independence and self-sufficiency of the ‘national 
church’.132 The collectanea was later revised by Edward Fox for public consumption and published as his de vera 
differentia, which was in turn translated into English by Henry, Lord Stafford.133 The collectanea also seems to 
have been the basis for various other pamphlets of royal propaganda, including the 1532 publication A Glasse of 
the Truthe.134 
 
It is Fox’s de vera differentia that gives the most systematic account of the growing consensus in support of the 
royal position concerning the English church’s autonomy by virtue of the King’s imperial authority. The argument 
proceeds by means of an assault on two broad fronts: first, that the authority of the king should be distinguished 
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and absolute from the influence and interference of the clergy and, secondly, that the particular claim of the 
Bishop of Rome to a universal primacy was neither consistent with the primitive practice of the church nor 
supported by any convincing Scriptural warrant that might provide it with some mandate. On the first point, the 
independence of the civil authority is upheld with frequent reference to Jesus’ words in John 18:36, “My kingdom 
is not of this world”: 
 
What thynge could more playnely declare that bysshopes and prelates shulde not 
intermedle with Empire or Dominion than those words of chryst in the Evaungeliste 
John. My kingdome is not of this worlde. That is to saye, after the commen glose, I am 
not to rule or raygne as with temporall dominion, for that is the office of kynges…135 
 
Interestingly, in the understandable polemic against a universal primacy claimed by the papacy there is a 
reassertion of the independence of the patriarchates one from each other: 
 
If one by the lawe of god is father of fathers and al moust be reduced into a unite whye 
by the worde patriarke whiche is halfe greke, halfe laten are there rekned foure 
patriarkes that is to say foure fathers of fathers whiche be joined together by no mutual 
relation … other, but as thoughe they by diversite of power were rulers of othere men 
and they subject to no man. And in that order the bishop of Rome is hinder most.136 
 
De vera differentia frequently makes such appeals back to the polity and practice of the ‘prymative churche’, with 
particular reference to the first Council of Nicea and its canons concerning the privileges of metropolitans.137 
These appeals support the view that although the Royal Supremacy would eventually mark a radical departure 
from accepted constitutional norms regarding civil and ecclesiastical authority, initially, and despite the political 
expediency given the question of Henry’s divorce, what was being claimed was not so much an absolute 
abrogation of papal influence in the Western Church, but rather its correction to a more primitive polity which 
                                                             
135
 Fox 1548, fol. xxxiiii 
136
 Fox 1548, fol. xxiiii 
137
 Fox 1548, fols xxvii–xxviii 
 45 
prevents any kind of universal primacy.138  This is certainly the position put forward in the 1532 Henrician 
propaganda pamphlet A Glasse of the Truthe.139  
 
The Glasse, which takes the form of a dialogue between a lawyer and a divine, puts forward a number of arguments 
in support of the dissolution of Henry’s marriage to Catherine of Aragon. The tract begins with an appeal to the 
interests of the stability of the Realm and the lack of a male heir before pursuing three broad lines of argument to 
substantiate the King’s case: a lengthy exegesis of the disputed Levitical and Deuteronomic texts along with some 
hermeneutical discussion of their proper interpretation, a defence of the independence of ecclesiastical provinces 
in settling disputes without recourse to any other authority, and, finally, some speculative enquiry into the 
veracity of Catherine’s claim that her marriage to Henry’s brother, Arthur, was never consummated. It is the 
second of these arguments which is of interest here as, along with the collectanea satis copiosa and the de vera 
differentia and finally culminating in the Ecclesiastical Appeals Act, it is illustrative of a trajectory in ecclesiological 
reasoning which would eventually emerge as the Royal Supremacy, based on the core ecclesial proposition that 
the province ought to enjoy freedom of autonomy in the determination of its own disputes and laws. The Glasse’s 
‘lawyer’ character expounds this in his introductory remarks: 
 
… concernynge the kynges separation fro the queen. It is tossed and tourned over the 
hye mountaynes, laboured and vexed at Rome, from judge to judge, without certayne 
ende or effecte: beinge very perillous for his hyghnesse, and moche more daungerous 
(if god helpe not) for us his poore and lovinge subjectes. Whiche if it had ben ordeined 
in the right and due cours, that is to saye within the realme, and so by the metropolitane 
examined and discussed, as lawe and reason wolde it shulde have ben, there had ensued 
in this ryght way or this tyme an honorable ende and purpose: to the great welthe of 
this realme and quietnes of christendome.140  
 
This appeal to the necessity of disputed matters to be heard within their own provinces is then substantiated with 
reference to various authorities of the Early Church, including Canon 6 of the Nicene Council which is quoted in 
                                                             
138
 Rex 2006, 7 
139
 Richard Rex convincingly argues for a later publication date of 1532, see Rex 2003, 16–27 
140
 Henry VIII 1532, emphasis added. 
 46 
full and the determinations at Constantinople and Chalcedon, concluding that “by this it may well appere, that 
there is or ought to be a special jurisdiction or power within every province: in ecclesiasticall observations and 
deciding of causes.”141 The power and authority of the Pope to contradict these councils is challenged; drawing on 
the fruits of the conciliar movement a century earlier which imagined the church as “the perfect example of a 
community understood as a societas,” with authority exercised through “… the consensus of many wills. No one 
person, not even the pope, can impose his will on that of the others.”142 The Glasse shows its further indebtedness 
to the conciliar movement in quoting from the controversial pronouncement of the Council of Constance, haec 
sancta synodus, that “every man of whatsoever state or dignite that he be, ye though he be the pope: is bounde to 
obey the generall counsell.”143 
 
This emphasis on the English church’s freedom from the Pope’s authority, that he is just one patriarch among 
many, is undermined by the simple fact that the provinces of Canterbury and York form part of the patriarchate 
of Rome and, further, that the English church has by convention enjoyed a particular and abiding relationship 
with Rome since Gregory the Great’s mission to the Anglo-Saxons.144 The claim that provinces (ie Canterbury) 
ought to be independent in their determination of local disputes ignores the external and outward relationality 
of provincial polity, except insofar as provincial diversity is quashed by the Royal Supremacy and substituted 
within the Realm by the ‘national church’.  
 
The Reformation argument against the Pope’s universal jurisdiction obscures the inconvenient truth that the 
Bishop of Rome may still claim a particular patriarchal jurisdiction over the English provinces. In establishing the 
imperial independence of the English Crown, what effectively emerges is a patriarchate without a patriarch: the 
Royal Supremacy is to fill the gap. The Elizabethan period saw an effort to smooth the inconsistency of this 
assumption through an interest in the historical retrieval of the English church’s continuity with the Christianity 
of the Britons which preceded Augustine’s arrival. Elizabeth herself claims “Joseph of Arimathea to be the first 
preacher of the Word of God within our realms,” before commending the vitality and integrity of the church of 
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the Britons.145 Matthew Parker and John Jewell also provide their own apologetic contribution to the rediscovery 
of the English church’s pre-Augustinian heritage.146  
 
Of course, a ‘patriarchate’ of only one Realm is fairly limited and so what is really established is a polity affirming 
the self-sufficiency of the ‘national church’. This Reformed ecclesial vision still understands itself to be part of a 
wider movement or ‘fellowship’ of the ‘Protestant International’ but without any claims to jurisdiction beyond the 
borders of the Realm. This is challenged, however, as Anglicanism moves outside these borders: whether by 
finding itself abruptly and unwillingly cut out of Establishment and cast out into a place of sedition and suspicion 
(as in Scotland), or having to accommodate and adapt to a revolutionary expansion of national vision and 
consciousness (as in the United States of America), or (as in Ireland) surrendering to disestablishment after failing 
to account for the integrity of provincial interdependence and the potential for its conciliar expression.  
 
Ultimately, the inadequacy of the Royal Supremacy to provide the ‘coping stone’ for Anglican polity would be 
proved through the experience of the colonial churches in the nineteenth century, particularly in Australia, New 
Zealand and South Africa, as the national incarnation of the church in England becomes the truly international 
‘Anglican Communion’.  
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Chapter 2: The Mean Between the Streams  
– Provincial Polity Adapted and Abolished 
 
The Anglican Communion brought together churches whose understandings of church 
governance differed markedly. The United Church of England and Ireland had 
continued the episcopal structure inherited from the Western Church, albeit now 
subject to royal, rather than papal, supremacy. The Scottish Episcopal Church was a 
tiny minority church in a largely Presbyterian country, formed in defence of hierarchy 
by High Churchmen who remained loyal to Scotland’s bishops when episcopacy was 
abolished there in 1690. By contrast, the ‘polity’ of the Protestant Episcopal Church in 
the United States of America, which was formed in Philadelphia in 1789, after the 
American Revolution, reflected a democratic and egalitarian ecclesiology … These, 
then, were the two streams that coalesced in the mid-nineteenth century and 
definitively in 1867 to form the Anglican Communion. On the one hand, there was the 
western catholic tradition, inherited by the United Church of England and Ireland and 
the Scottish Episcopal Church, of episcopal governance … On the other hand, there was 
the novel democratic, republican polity of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the 
United States of America...147 
 
Anglicans love to juggle: the art of keeping in fleeting contact with two balls while a third dances elusively above 
their head. And it is that third, elusive, ball upon which they fix their eyes. Because, not trusting what can be too 
easily grasped, it is in the suspension of that third ball between the other two that they locate their identity. So 
begins the quest for the fabled via media – the middle way – the mean betwixt extremes – as Anglicans attempt to 
sit, despite the wonky rock, on their uneven three-legged stool.  
 
This penchant for negotiating the dichotomies in Anglicanism is taken up again by Colin Podmore in his exposé 
of the ‘two streams’ in Anglican ecclesial polity which he characterises, broadly, as ancient and apostolic on the 
one hand and novel and democratic on the other. In Podmore’s development of this thesis, these ‘two streams’ 
have their fount in ‘A Tale of Two Churches’, an article published in both the Ecclesiastical Law Journal and the 
                                                             
147
 Podmore 2010, 14, 20 
 49 
International Journal for the Study of the Christian Church in 2008, which compared the ecclesiology of both the 
Church of England and The Episcopal Church, concluding that a fundamental and dividing difference existed in 
regard to both churches’ understanding of episcopacy: 
 
The Episcopal Church is essentially a congregational church with bishops, rather than 
an episcopal church as that term is understood in the Church of England – a church 
which has ‘taken episcopacy into its system’ but perhaps not fully digested it.148  
 
This chapter is intended to assist that digestion with an emphasis less on episcopacy but, more specifically, the 
place of provincial polity and metropolitical authority and jurisdiction. In his reply and critique of Podmore’s 
analysis, Bishop Pierre Whalon, Bishop in Charge of the Convocation of Episcopal Churches in Europe, identifies 
a divergence in the nature and exercise of metropolitical functions between the two churches as a more significant 
difference than in their episcopacy.149 Furthermore, this chapter will unpack some of the assumptions behind the 
democratic ‘New World’ and hierarchical ‘Old World’ dichotomy through an exploration of the development of a 
shared, collegiate episcopate in the Scottish Episcopal Church and their rejection of a traditional metropolitical 
office in favour of a nominal ‘Primus’, a move which was more innovative than Podmore concedes. The impact of 
this distinctive Scottish settlement on the formation of The Episcopal Church will be evaluated with reference to 
the relational ideals expressed by both Seabury, in his correspondence with the Scots and consecration at their 
hands, as well as White’s vision for an American church outlined in his 1782 pamphlet, The Case of the Episcopal 
Churches in the United States Considered. Finally, contrary to the case which Podmore makes for a seamless 
adherence to the “western catholic tradition,” the example of the union of the churches of England and Ireland in 
1801 displays a failure to impose a clear hierarchy within the newly created ecclesial body as pre-existing provincial 
structures were not brought into any practical or organic unity. What emerges, instead, are ignored Irish calls for 
a Convocation, or General Synod, of the whole united church which even envisaged the participation of the laity. 
This enquiry into the life of the other churches of the British Isles during the long eighteenth century fills out a 
little more of the complexity and depth of this period as elements of the English church are exported and 
contextualised. 
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Anglicans Abroad: From ‘National’ to ‘International’ 
 
Despite the political, social and religious upheaval of the Henrician Reformation, the provincial polity of the 
church in England remained largely intact with the most significance change being the replacement of Rome’s 
patriarchal authority with the Royal Supremacy.150 The Elizabethan Settlement would forge a strong national 
identity for the church, uniting both its provinces, through the Act of Uniformity (1559) and Act of Supremacy 
(1558), under the authority of the ‘Supreme Governor’. However, this clarity would not always be available or 
apparent outside England in the churches which would come to identify as Anglican.  
 
In Scotland, scruples of conscience over the authority of the ‘Supreme Governor’ – and, more particularly, to 
whom that allegiance was due – proved the catalyst for disunity which caused those of the ‘episcopal persuasion’ 
to be cast not in the fair weather, as members of a protected and established ecclesial society, but instead under 
a cloud of suspected sedition and disloyalty. In this stormy climate the old provincial polity which had existed, 
gathered around the two archiepiscopal sees of St Andrew’s and Glasgow, would be swept away, while episcopacy 
itself would only survive by scrambling aboard the inflatable life-raft which was the interim College of Bishops. 
The presbyters of the ‘episcopal persuasion’ were no less persuaded, it seems, by some of the principles and 
practices adopted by their brethren in the established kirk, and were themselves a significant force in carving out 
a new episcopal polity which balanced the bishops’ oversight with presbyteral rights. The bishops, for their part 
divided on the question of whether to reintroduce diocesan organisation, settled for a revised adaptation of the 
former provincial polity which abandoned the former two provinces and the metropolitical jurisdiction of the 
archbishops and instead invested authority ‘for presiding and convocating only’ in an elected ‘Primus’. 
 
In what would become the United States of America the redefinition of the established episcopal polity following 
American independence was influenced by two distinct visions of episcopacy for a ‘national church’. The first, 
represented by Samuel Seabury, with an emphasis on episcopacy (to be acquired from Scotland) as fundamental 
to the primitive and pure polity of any authentic church; the second, represented by William White, with an 
emphasis on the church’s organisation ‘from the ground up’ through conventions of clergy and laity with the 
episcopate marking the final, though not fundamental, guarantor of this essentially democratic order. In both 
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cases, however, ecclesial emphasis was given to the attributes of freedom and independence from the civil 
magistrate and the divestment of any temporal authority among its prelates. This common aversion to attribute 
anything other than ‘spiritual authority’ to its bishops, stemming from a general indisposition to the idea of any 
authority being exercised personally and not corporately, naturally led to an even greater distrust of any kind of 
metropolitical authority within the American church. The later establishment of a provincial polity was resisted 
on the grounds that it might threaten the unity of the national whole, capped by the General Convention, and 
although a kind of internal provincial structure was eventually adopted it was hardly, if at all, recognisable as in 
continuity with provincial polity and metropolitical authority elsewhere. 
 
In Ireland the Royal Supremacy, as originally enacted under Henry VIII, would have much the same impact on 
the four Irish provinces as it did for those in England; albeit with considerably more conservative resistance to 
reform, notably from the Irish Primate of All Ireland and Archbishop of Armagh, George Cromer.151 Under the 
Royal Supremacy, the Church of Ireland would develop a precarious claim to national establishment representing 
only a fraction of the Irish population and although its liturgy and ecclesial hierarchy was drawn largely from 
English sources, its four provinces would nevertheless constitute an independent church in Ireland until the 
formation of the United Church of England and Ireland in 1801. The formation and ultimate failure of the ‘United 
Church’ is important for our understanding of the place of the province within Anglicanism as it represents the 
first significant effort to unite two independent national churches. The failure of the ecclesial union and Irish 
Disestablishment in 1871 resulted at least in part from an unwillingness to account for the distinctive place of the 
provinces, and their convocations, within Anglican polity as well as the missed opportunity for promoting their 
inter-relationship amidst Irish calls for a ‘General Synod’ following the revival of the Convocations of Canterbury 
and York with deliberative authority by means of Royal Licence.  
 
The examples of Scotland, the United States and Ireland demonstrate the first moves toward an Anglican identity 
developing outside England which was pressed to negotiate an ecclesial polity that in some cases incorporated an 
inherited provincial organisation, though without clear provision for how they might be bound together, and in 
other cases adapted or entirely abandoned it. 
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Preserving the ‘Episcopal Persuasion’: Provincial Polity in Scotland  
 
Two provinces had existed in Scotland, with their metropolitical sees based at St Andrews and Glasgow, since the 
mid-fifteenth century. Prior to this the place of the Scottish dioceses had been disputed, with the Archbishop of 
York claiming a tenuous jurisdiction. This had been settled by the end of the twelfth century, when Pope Celestine 
III made Scotland a “special daughter of the Holy See” directly under papal oversight.152 Under this arrangement, 
until St Andrew’s was made a metropolitan see in 1472, the Scottish bishops had no clear superior among 
themselves, instead electing a “conservator of the privileges of the Scottish Church” from among their number 
who would convene their provincial councils.153  
 
Despite a popularly repeated assertion that the eighteenth-century tradition of a Primus for ‘convocating and 
presiding only’ is a reflection of “the papal enactment of 1192,”154 there is no evidence that the College of Bishops 
were particularly mindful of this early precedent and, if they were, even less reason to believe they would 
consciously model their own polity on a papist pronouncement of the past.  
 
Instead the unique episcopal settlement which emerged in the eighteenth century was much more a result of high 
church conscientiousness in preserving a native Scottish episcopal succession; the lack of any meaningful exercise 
of the Royal Supremacy by the exiled Jacobite Pretender; an underlying national ambivalence around the nature 
and need for episcopacy in Scotland; and, the assertion – even among Episcopalians – of the rights of the 
presbytery in calling their own bishop and deliberating together in assembly.155  
 
The influence of two significant events has had an enduring, if underappreciated, impact on shaping the identity 
and polity of the Scottish Episcopal Church in the formative years following the death of Bishop Alexander Rose 
of Edinburgh in 1720, the last of the pre-Revolution bishops: the election of Rose’s successor by the presbyters of 
Edinburgh and the emergence of the office of ‘Primus’; and, as will be subsequently explored in relation to the 
development of The Episcopal Church of the United States, the involvement of the Scottish bishops in the 
consecration of Samuel Seabury. 
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Despite the official suppression of episcopacy following the 1688 ‘Glorious Revolution’, the deprived bishops 
continued to exercise a ‘caretaker’ ministry over those nonjuring clergy and congregations who became referred 
to as of the ‘episcopal persuasion’. Conscious of their own mortality, these bishops resolved to consecrate others 
in order to maintain a native episcopal succession “and thereby preserve the Church of Scotland from the necessity 
… of applying to foreign assistance for a regular and valid Episcopacy.”156 At the death of Bishop Rose, there was a 
‘college’ of six new bishops; all without diocesan authority or jurisdiction.157 Following their nonjuring brethren 
in England, the Scottish bishops were generally reluctant to impinge upon the royal prerogative to fill vacant sees, 
and so the ‘college’ served not only to maintain the succession but also as symbol of transience and provisionality; 
a ‘stopgap’ measure in sanguine expectation of the Jacobite restoration. 
 
The traditional provincial polity whereby the Scottish church was organised into two ecclesial provinces headed 
by two metropolitan archbishops had existed in Scotland for over two centuries and managed to persevere 
through the disruptions of the Scottish Reformation and eventual Presbyterian Settlement; albeit if only 
eventually recognised internally and somewhat informally by those of the ‘episcopal persuasion’. By the time of 
Bishop Rose’s death this polity had succumbed to a natural attrition whereby despite the episcopal succession 
being maintained, which was the preoccupation of the bishops, the polity which they had previously inhabited 
had all but collapsed. Their task, therefore, was to discern how they might reimagine and rebuild their ecclesial 
structures to give expression to the priority of episcopacy in their polity, yet apart from any royal authority which 
they could not in conscience accept.158 The product of this discernment continues to mark out the identity of the 
Scottish Episcopal Church in the context of the contemporary Communion, with its uniquely adapted provincial 
polity emphasising the collegiality of the episcopate gathered together by a ‘Primus’ rather than a metropolitan.  
 
Eastern Gentlemen and Western Conventions: Provincial Polity in the USA 
 
As in Scotland a century earlier, those of the ‘episcopal persuasion’ in the newly independent American colonies, 
who “some from conviction, and others from the influence of ancient habits, [did] entertain a preference for their 
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own communion,”159 sought to establish an episcopal polity locally adapted to the particularity of their late 
eighteenth-century context. Two schools in the discernment of a distinctly American episcopacy, and ecclesial 
polity more generally, may be identified; broadly characterised in the first instance as Latitudinarian and Whig, 
with its heartland in Philadelphia and led by William White, and, in the second instance, the High-Church Tory 
party based in New England (the ‘eastern gentlemen’ as White referred to them) and championed by the 
Connecticut minister Samuel Seabury: 
 
For White and the churches in the south episcopacy was the coping stone which set off 
the democratic edifice of the church … Seabury and his supporters saw the office as the 
foundation stone of the church and resisted an understanding of the church that gave 
no distinct role to its bishops.160 
 
The perceived convergence of these two influences has been instrumental in forging within The Episcopal Church 
an identity which attempts to balance catholicity with autonomy. The Episcopal Church’s own hagiography neatly 
demonstrates the relative emphases on White and Seabury’s respective legacies. The Collects and short 
biographies contained in the accompanying resource to the American Prayer Book’s Calendar, Holy Women, Holy 
Men: Celebrating the Saints, single out White’s characteristic “wisdom”, “patience” and “reconciling temper” as he 
“steered the American Church” whereas Seabury is noted for his “perseverance” in renewing the “Anglican 
inheritance in North America.”161 The dual remembrance of White as the architect of the church’s Constitution 
and steady-handed steward of its General Convention alongside Seabury as the audacious acquirer of episcopal 
order has informed much of The Episcopal Church’s self-identification: 
 
The result of this eighteenth-century process was an American Church in which we 
address differences through an unusual mix of episcopal authority and democratic 
deliberation. This particular construction of church polity has marked an American 
approach to reconciliation and institutional unity in profound ways, especially in the 
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conviction—never easily achieved—that unity in mission need not require uniformity 
of belief in all matters.162 
 
More recently, the synthesis of these two traditions has been challenged in an effort to determine which has had 
a greater formative influence on the current polity of The Episcopal Church. The impetus for this revision has 
undoubtedly been an attempt to explain the source of contemporary tensions and controversies concerning 
authority within The Episcopal Church itself, and across the Anglican Communion, as well as to claim something 
of an Anglican ‘norm’. 163  The emergence of a distinctively American approach to provincial polity and 
metropolitical authority, however, has only been noted without much further exploration.164 Both Seabury and 
White favoured the establishment of an episcopal organisation; however, White felt that the immediate challenge 
of current circumstances, “an instance, extraordinary and unprovided for,”165 warranted a provisional approach 
which prioritised the formal incorporation of the church through assemblies prior to the procurement of a local 
episcopate: 
 
The other part of the proposal was an immediate execution of the plan, without waiting 
for the episcopal succession. This is founded on the presumption that the worship of 
God and the instruction and reformation of the people are the principal objects of 
ecclesiastical discipline; if so, to relinquish them from a scrupulous adherence to 
episcopacy, is sacrificing the substance to the ceremony.166 
 
Seabury had been party to calls for an American episcopate as early as 1766. An address by the clergy of New York, 
subscribed by Seabury, to the Society of the Propagation of the Gospel implores the establishment of a local 
episcopate chiefly to mitigate against heavy loss of life among candidates sent back to England to obtain 
ordination, the rate of loss being around a fifth at that time.167 However, it was White’s move to push on with 
incorporating The Episcopal Church without an episcopate, a proposal which the clergy of Connecticut decried 
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as “if it be not a contradiction in terms, would, however, be a new thing under the sun,” which gave occasion and 
momentum to Seabury’s quest to obtain consecration for the benefit of the American church. 168  The 
circumstances which surrounded Seabury’s sojourn in Britain for this purpose were shrouded in secrecy, Seabury 
and his supporters being fearful that its publicity might scupper their efforts and revive suspicions of imperial 
prelacy at home. The ten Connecticut clergy who met in Convention in March 1783 kept no minutes of their 
deliberations, nor did they initiate any laity into the particulars of their scheme.169  
 
Two clergy were elected as suitable candidates to seek consecration in England, Jeremiah Leaming and Samuel 
Seabury, and, the former having declined due to age and infirmity, Seabury set off with letters testimonial and 
introductions to the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, as well as the Bishop of London, from the Clergy of 
Connecticut, through Abraham Jarvis the Secretary of their Convention, as well as other prominent clergy 
including Leaming himself and the Rector and Assistant Minister of Trinity Church, New York.170 The story of 
Seabury’s efforts to obtain consecration at the hands of the English bishops, their reluctant refusal, and his 
subsequent success in Scotland has been well rehearsed; particularly, it seems, in an effort to establish an 
authentic Anglican inheritance independent of the Church of England.171 Seabury’s recourse to the English bishops 
in the first instance was driven largely by a sense of loyalty to the ‘venerable Society’ (the Society for the 
Propagation of the Gospel) which provided missionary funding to the clergy in Connecticut, an indebtedness 
which he acknowledged in a letter to Myles Cooper, President of Kings College in New York, a year after landing 
in Britain, faced with the realisation of the necessity of turning to the Scottish bishops, having abandoned any 
hope of procuring consecration in England: 
 
On this ground it is that I apply to the good bishops in Scotland, and I hope I shall not 
apply in vain. If they consent to impart the Episcopal succession to the Church of 
Connecticut, they will, I think, do a good work, and the blessing of thousands will 
attend them. And perhaps for this cause, among others, God’s providence has 
supported them, and continued their succession under various and great difficulties; 
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that a free, valid, and purely ecclesiastical Episcopacy may from them pass into the 
Western World. As to anything which I receive here, it has no influence on me and 
never has had any. I indeed think it my duty to conduct the matter in such a manner as 
shall risk the salaries which the missionaries in Connecticut receive from the Society 
here as little as possible, and I persuade myself it may be done so as to make that risk 
next to nothing. With respect to my own salary, if the Society choose to withdraw it, I 
am ready to part with it.172 
 
The eventual approach to the Scottish bishops was neither an afterthought nor a last resort but, rather, had been 
prepared for from a variety of quarters well in advance of Seabury’s departure to Britain. The Connecticut clergy 
had instructed Seabury from the beginning that he should pursue the Scottish connection if he had no success in 
England, and there had been independent correspondence to the same effect for two years between George 
Berkeley, whose own father and namesake had unsuccessfully attempted to establish an Episcopal college for the 
training of ministers in Bermuda, and the Bishop of Aberdeen, who would eventually consecrate Seabury, John 
Skinner.173 Just as William White had correctly predicted the impossibility of obtaining episcopacy from England, 
writing that “it is generally understood that the succession cannot at present be obtained. From the parent church 
it most unquestionably cannot; whether from any is presumed to be more than we can at present be informed,”174 
so too in New England was there a realistic pragmatism of the likely difficulties they might encounter in England 
and a clearly developed contingency plan which looked to Scotland as the obvious alternative. While much has 
been made of the differences in ecclesiological vision for the American church epitomised by both White and 
Seabury, there is also significant convergence relating to the nature of the episcopacy they sought and, 
particularly, its place within their ecclesial polity.  
 
White’s manifesto for an American church, the Case of the Episcopal Churches in the United States Considered, 
promotes an episcopate which disassociates itself as much as possible from its counterpart in England. 
Particularly, White argued for an episcopate which was responsible and answerable to the clergy and laity 
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constituted in convention, having no connection with monarchy nor empowered with any civil jurisdiction, 
looking to Hooker and Hoadly and their advocacy of liberty in ecclesial polity in cases of necessity.175  
 
Conversely, and yet complementarily, the New England clergy’s pursuit of a “free, valid and purely ecclesiastical 
episcopacy” which could be obtained only at the hands of the nonjuring bishops of Scotland, who by then had 
long abandoned any allegiance to the Jacobite pretence, similarly envisaged an episcopate that was independent 
of the civil magistrate (free), consonant with the church’s tradition given expression in the apostolic succession 
(valid), and having no temporal authority to rival or challenge the integrity of the newly independent American 
states (purely ecclesiastical).176  
 
Although motivated by widely different ecclesial and political perspectives, one High Church and Tory and the 
other Latitudinarian and Whig, and despite disagreement on the nature of episcopal authority and its necessity 
and expediency in the newly independent Episcopal Church, the commitment of both Seabury and White to an 
episcopate which modelled itself on the “primitive model,” in Seabury’s words, and “independent of state 
establishments,” White’s own expression, lent itself to emulate much more the polity which had been settled, in 
quite different circumstances, in Scotland than that which existed in England.  
 
The later development of The Episcopal Church’s polity and Constitution displays a significant resistance to 
establishing internal provinces with metropolitical oversight. A question put by the House of Deputies at the 1868 
Convention asked whether the meaning of the term Presiding Bishop of this Church, contained within Section 3 
of the Constitution, “be that which stands upon the face of it, and is in the literal sense; and if we have actually 
and legally a Presiding Bishop in the sense of Primus, Metropolitan, or Patriarch.”177 The result was to strike the 
words ‘of this Church’, clarifying the limited scope of the Presiding Bishop’s function as President of the House of 
Bishops only. Despite a resolution of the 1865 Convention advocating the establishment of provinces, concrete 
proposals from the 1870s to establish territorially defined provinces with their own synods met with considerable 
opposition and fears that it would: 
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… dismember this Church, and out of this now compact and united body, create five or 
seven or ten separate Churches. The ties which might at first unite them would grow 
weaker and weaker … No evidence has yet been furnished by experience of any action 
or want of action by the General Convention… which requires any large surrender or 
delegation of its powers to provinces or groups of Dioceses representing only separate 
portions of the Church. 
 
Any such surrender, practically establishing independent Churches, must eventually 
and inevitably operate to undermine and overthrow the paramount authority of 
General Convention, vitally necessary for preserving the unity of the Church.178 
 
Although a provincial organisation was eventually adopted in 1913, it was with very limited powers and continued 
to maintain the precedence of the General Convention while also prohibiting provincial synods “to regulate or 
control the internal policy or affairs of any constituent diocese…”179 An attempt at the 1919 Convention to increase 
the powers of the provincial synods was resisted and the profile of provinces within The Episcopal Church today 
remains limited.180 Archiepiscopal authority is not exercised through the provinces, and since 1979 the president 
of the provincial synod need not be a bishop: 
 
The impetus for this change was apparently the understanding that the role of the 
provinces with the Episcopal Church is one of information and education rather than 
one encompassing authority.181  
 
Provincial organisation within The Episcopal Church, therefore, is comparable to the traditional provincial 
makeup of England and Ireland only in so far as it gathers contiguous dioceses together, although since 1964 the 
Ninth Province has held together The Episcopal Church’s overseas and missionary districts.182 Instead, a strong 
unitary polity is provided for by the dominance of the General Convention and the submission of the dioceses, 
                                                             
178
 Report of the 1874 committee on amendments to the Constitution, reproduced in E. A. White and Dykman 1997, 107 
179
 E. A. White and Dykman 1997, 334 
180
 E. A. White and Dykman 1997, 338 
181
 E. A. White and Dykman 1997, 339 
182
 E. A. White and Dykman 1997, 338 
 60 
and provinces, to the Constitution.183 Just as the Royal Supremacy provided the ‘coping stone’ for the ‘national 
church’ in England, so too does the General Convention ‘cap the edifice’ of The Episcopal Church’s national polity. 
 
Cracks in the Coping Stone: Provincial Polity in Ireland 
 
Whereas the Scottish Episcopal Church and the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States of America 
respectively adapted and abandoned any traditional provincial polity in favour of a much more unitary national 
church, the Church of Ireland demonstrates a much closer parallel with the English church and, in the union of 
both kingdoms and churches in 1801, represents the first attempt to draw together two national churches into a 
corporate unity as opposed to the much looser associational ‘brotherly fellowship’ envisaged between the Scottish 
Episcopal Church and the church in Connecticut following Seabury’s consecration.  
 
Ireland was provincially organised like England, albeit with four provinces centred at Armagh, Dublin, Cashel and 
Tuam, and even went through the same competitive squabbling over primacy between Armagh and Dublin as 
between Canterbury and York.184 This was resolved in 1353 with the same creative solution as in England: Armagh 
would hold the primacy over ‘All Ireland’ while Dublin merely over ‘Ireland’; albeit a distinction which in modern 
times might seem less diplomatic! Henry VIII elevated the status of Ireland to a Kingdom at the Reformation, an 
act which had less to do with Irish dignity and more to do with repudiating a long-held papal claim to Irish 
sovereignty which delegated ‘lordship’ to the English monarch but no more.185  
 
That the Royal Supremacy would come to replace papal authority – or rather, that it would resume its rightful 
pre-eminence over supposed papal usurpation – would become a key tenet in later historiography of the Church 
of Ireland as it sought to discover the nature of its independence in the face of both its union with the Church of 
England in 1801 and, as that century progressed, the looming prospect of its disestablishment and, seeming, 
disinheritance. Richard Mant’s “useful, if biased, account”186 of the history of the Church of Ireland, published in 
1830, demonstrates this enthusiasm for the Royal Supremacy: 
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Upon the difficulties arising from the circumstances of the country it is not proposed 
to dwell: but as to the sentiment of the English sovereignty [over Ireland] being derived 
from a foreign source, it may be briefly remarked, that the claim of the kings of England 
to the dominion of Ireland was independent of any Papal authority.187  
 
Despite the polemic, or perhaps aided by it, Mant articulates the key belief that in Ireland, as it was in England, 
the Royal Supremacy had displaced any patriarchal claim of jurisdiction on the independence of the provinces. 
Not only did the Supremacy stand in for the loss of patriarchal authority, but it also served to further unite both 
the English and Irish provinces into respective national churches.188 
 
Thus Ireland, as in England, saw the formation of a more tightly bounded ‘national church’, governed by the Royal 
Supremacy, and the subsequent suppression of a more outward and relational provincial polity. This would be 
tested, however, during the nineteenth century in the failed experiment of ecclesial union which was the creation 
of the ‘United Church of England and Ireland’ in 1801.  
 
The creation of a ‘United Church’ seemed to flow necessarily from the political creation of a ‘United Kingdom’ of 
Great Britain and Ireland by means of independent legislation passed through the respective parliaments of each. 
Despite considerable debate and discussion of the details, the eventual polity which emerged was ambiguous: 
neither a complete assimilation and incorporation into the Church of England on the one hand, nor, on the other, 
the maintenance of full independence and distinctiveness in parallel to the Church of England in a united ecclesial 
structure. The Church of Ireland was not simply subsumed into the Church of England but rather kept its existing 
provincial structure and local identity without subordination to Canterbury or any other jurisdiction. However, 
through the Fifth Article of the Acts of Union, the two churches were brought together into a unity of “doctrine, 
worship, discipline and government [that] shall be, and shall remain in full force for ever, as the same are now by 
law established for the Church of England.”189 This somewhat vague mandate would serve to unite the two 
churches at least in name, even if the nature of their provincial relationality was left unspecified, untested and 
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unclear.190 This tenuous polity would need a test case to prove the true strength of its ecclesial union. Such a test 
case would arise following the revival of the Convocations of Canterbury and York in 1852 and 1861 respectively, 
and the failure of the Irish bishops to convince the Liberal government to condone the calling of a ‘General Synod’ 
of the English and Irish provinces together or, at least, the Irish convocations in like manner as the English.191 This 
failure to account for the underlying provincial polity in the union of both churches would be its undoing.  
 
The revival of convocations, whether in England or Ireland, threatened to dislodge the traditional role of the Royal 
Supremacy in checking the assertion and exercise of corporate metropolitical authority. This hesitancy and 
reluctance to call and trust in synods was also felt in the colonies,192 though perhaps in their case greater ambiguity 
enabled more audacity in experimentation. 193  Supporters of an Irish Convocation, however, were happy to 
explicitly draw out the connection between provincial polity and synodical authority in the absence of a 
patriarchate:  
 
In connexion with this subject, it is essential to consider that in Churches of Provincial 
organization (such as that of Ireland) which are autocephalic, i.e., which do not owe 
obedience to a Patriarchate or an Exarchate, Provincial Synods are the ultimate 
authorities in doctrine subject only to an Oecumenical Council.194 
 
The proposal for a ‘General Synod’ of the United Church of England and Ireland, which might have provided a 
‘coping stone’ to draw together and ‘set off’ the unity of its provincial polity, instead, by its failure to convince, 
exposed the weakness of the grand pretentions, but vague aspirations, of the Fifth Article of Union. When tested, 
the unity of the established churches of England and Ireland proved to be only a façade. The Irish bishops, in 
calling for a united Convocation, sought to express the inherent relationality and ecclesial coherence which an 
appreciation of their provincial ecclesiology promised, as two national churches were made one. However, 
national identities die hard – in things spiritual as well as temporal – and the bonds would come unstuck by the 
failure to discern beyond the old structures the promise of something new.   
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Chapter 3: Colonial Communion  
– Provincial Polity Exported 
 
With the disappearance of traditional colonial empires (though not the world which 
they helped create), formerly subject peoples are rediscovering and reasserting their 
own political, economic, and cultural integrity. They seek, both at a domestic and an 
international level, to reverse the political and economic injustices which in part are 
the legacy of the colonial era. By the same token, they seek to reaffirm their cultural 
identities - to re-appropriate, where necessary, the customs, values, and insights that 
belong to their local or regional ways of life … The setting of these efforts to achieve 
integrity and justice … also concern the Anglican churches, which first became a world-
wide communion, and only later discovered themselves as such, in the course of the 
movement of colonial expansion and its aftermath.195  
 
The origins of the Anglican Communion are obscure. It has no founding document or inaugural event to mark its 
birth, and instead a number of contenders emerge in the development of its conception. This development, as 
has been charted through the preceding chapters, is tied up with the evolving nature and place of provincial polity 
within Anglican ecclesiology. A line up of these contenders might include Augustine’s arrival in 597 and the 
establishment of two provinces at Canterbury and York, where an acknowledgement of the primacy of Canterbury, 
and communion therewith, continues to shape and define membership of the Anglican Communion.  
 
A case could also plainly be made for the Reformation, not only in forging the Church of England’s identity as 
both catholic and reformed, but also in the fundamental reorientation from the papacy to the Royal Supremacy. 
The Elizabethan Settlement established the Royal Supremacy as a unifying force not only within England but also 
between the independent churches of England and Ireland, as the six ecclesial provinces were united in 
communion across national boundaries.  
 
Likewise, the developments in Scotland following the Glorious Revolution of 1688 saw the birth of a 
characteristically ‘Anglican’ episcopal church outside England; albeit one which lived under a cloud of seditious 
                                                             
195
 Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal Commission 1986, paras 46–47 
 64 
suspicion and suffered a problematic relationship with its Established southern counterpart. If this was not the 
beginning of the Anglican Communion, it might at least be the beginning of ‘impaired communion’.  
 
Finally, the special relationship established between the Scottish Episcopal Church and the Church of 
Connecticut, and the subsequent creation of The Episcopal Church in the United States of America, marks out a 
pivotal moment in the formation of a global Anglican identity adapted to local and national contexts.  
 
By the end of the eighteenth century these Anglican expressions were bound together by little more than a vague 
family resemblance. Moreover, a variety of disparate polities had emerged, ranging from the traditional 
metropolitical provincial polity in England and Ireland, inherited from the western catholic church and adapted 
in the sixteenth century to accommodate the Royal Supremacy although otherwise largely unreformed, to the 
adapted provincial structure of the Scottish Episcopal Church carried over from the influence of the collegiate 
system in place in the early eighteenth century with diocesan but no metropolitical authority, as well as the 
democratically based structure of national and diocesan Conventions adopted in the United States based upon 




It was only with Britain’s rapid expansion of empire in the nineteenth century, accompanied by a commensurate 
missionary effort supported by agencies and private philanthropy, that the United Church of England and Ireland 
(as it was from 1801) benefited from the global reach of colonialism. It was also the colonial period which, at least 
at first, encouraged a more coherent provincial and metropolitical structure to take shape in the new colonial 
lands: an inheritance which persists in the Communion’s contemporary polity. This coherence, however, would 
prove only to be a pretence as the authority on which it was largely predicated, the royal Letters Patent, broke 
down through a series of legal disputes as well as a push from the colonial churches themselves for local self-
determination and greater autonomy. As the first report of the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal 
Commission observes, at the head of this chapter, these challenges remain contemporary for the Communion as 
it comes to terms with its colonial legacy in a post-colonial world. 
 
 65 
Colonialism enjoys something of a status as a ‘dirty word’ in current political discourse, no doubt justifiably, with 
its connotations of subjection, exploitation and hegemony. The twentieth-century critique of colonialism has 
tended to emphasise either the “prima facie claim to self-determination” of national and cultural groups, or the 
attachment between sovereignty and the indigenous occupation of geographical territory.196 A third objection 
may be made, particularly relevant to the development of provincial autonomy within the Communion during 
the nineteenth century, which is “the creation and upholding of a political association that denies its members 
equal and reciprocal terms of cooperation.”197 
 
Nevertheless, colonisation within Anglicanism has also been motivated by a missional and evangelical theological 
imperative whereby ‘empire’ has been understood to be the providential circumstance by which God’s mission 
might be furthered into the new world.198  The Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts, 
established in 1701, did much to establish this missionary discourse which further provided a theological basis to 
British imperialism into the nineteenth century, when it was joined by other voluntary subscription agencies such 
as the Church Missionary Society. 199  Similarly, the establishment of ecclesial provinces through colonial 
expansion was motivated not simply by a conformity of ecclesiastical structures to the growing British Empire, 
but by the missionary opportunities and challenges, and increasing calls for their own self-determination, 
experienced by the early colonists. 
 
Cold Baths and Hot Sunbeds: the Establishment of the Metropolitical See of Calcutta 
 
The first colonial bishopric established outside of the British Isles but within the Crown’s dominion was at Nova 
Scotia in 1787.200 Effected by Letters Patent, the Bishop of Nova Scotia was made “subject and subordinate to the 
archiepiscopal see of the province of Canterbury … in the same manner as any bishop of any see within the 
province of Canterbury … is under the authority of the aforesaid archiepiscopal see of Canterbury,” except insofar 
as the Archbishop of Canterbury, or the ecclesiastical courts, held no appellate jurisdiction.201 The first colonial 
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see to be established was, therefore, part of the Province of Canterbury and under the metropolitical jurisdiction 
of the Archbishop of Canterbury, except that jurisdiction in matters of ecclesiastical law on appeal from the bishop 
bypassed the provincial Court of Arches to be settled directly by commissioners of the Crown sitting as the Court 
of Delegates. Similar Letters Patent issued in 1793 carved out the Diocese of Quebec from Nova Scotia and in 1814 
created the Diocese of Calcutta, incorporating all of the lands held by the East India Company. The 1814 Letters 
Patent creating the see of Calcutta, within the metropolitical jurisdiction of Canterbury, also conform to its Nova 
Scotia precedent in bypassing the Archbishop of Canterbury and the provincial ecclesiastical courts in matters of 
appeal from the bishop of Calcutta but goes further to nominate the local Judges of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature and Members of Council at Calcutta to be the Commissioners Delegate to determine all matters of final 
appeal.202 Even at this early stage an increasing tendency toward self-determination and local autonomy in 
ecclesiastical affairs within the colonies is beginning to take shape. The Bishop of Calcutta remained “subject and 
subordinate to the archiepiscopal See of the province of Canterbury.” However it is unclear how, in practice, this 
is expressed.203  
 
Two further dioceses were created in 1824, according to a similar form, in Barbados and Jamaica. However, the 
Diocese of Calcutta deserves fuller exploration as in 1835 it was reconstituted into a metropolitical see with 
oversight of the newly created suffragan dioceses of Madras and, from 1837, Bombay. This is the first creation of a 
new metropolitical see to be established within the dominion of the British Crown since the High Middle Ages. 
 
Formal legislative proposals to establish Calcutta as a metropolitical see were made in 1833 as part of wider 
parliamentary revisions to the East India Company’s charter.204 The East India Company’s Court of Directors 
received correspondence in June 1833 from Charles Grant, President of the Board of Control, mooting the 
appointment of suffragan bishops in both Madras and Bombay to relieve the bishop of Calcutta.205 The catalyst 
for this proposal was the unfortunate and untimely demise of the previous four bishops of Calcutta who, it was 
supposed, had all died as a result of the extreme conditions and vast expanse of their diocese.206 Less than a year 
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before he died, Bishop Turner had drawn up proposals for the establishment of more bishoprics in India by the 
addition of a new Diocese of Madras to encompass the presidencies of Madras and Bombay.207 Interestingly, this 
plan envisaged that the other colonial possessions (the Cape of Good Hope, the Isle of France, Ceylon, New South 
Wales, Van Dieman’s Land and any other settlements being established on continental Australia) should come 
“under the joint superintendence and authority of the two Indian bishops,” one or other of which should visit 
each colony once in three years.208 Turner’s proposals for effectively shared metropolitical jurisdiction in the 
colonies went no further, and the enquiries of the Select Committee on the Affairs of the East India Company 
focus more on the question of whether a second bishopric was expedient or necessary rather than how they might 
be ecclesiastically ordered. In any case, if the need for an additional bishopric was predicated on the difficulties 
and dangers of travel within India, surely Turner’s proposal that two bishops should between them visit colonies 
as far apart as South Africa and New South Wales was ambitious. It does seem, however, at least an attempt to 
bring the churches in the colonies into a more coherent scheme for ecclesiastical establishment, as thereunto 
there had existed only chaplaincies under the ordinary jurisdiction of the Governor, outside of any diocesan or 
provincial structure. This tension between the ordinary jurisdiction of the colonial executive over its chaplains 
and the assumed authority of the bishops, imparted by Letters Patent, would later cause conflict in Tasmania and 
further press the question of what ought to be the proper sphere of the bishop’s authority in relation to colonial 
governments, particularly in the context of a substantially sectarian society.209  
 
The status of the Bishop of Calcutta as metropolitan would be decided by Parliament as part of a broader 
restructuring of governance in India through the St Helena Act of 1833. When the matter was debated late in the 
evening, approaching midnight, on Wednesday July 17th 1833 there was little to no discussion of the ecclesial 
novelty of creating an additional metropolitical see, and discussion largely concerned the financial implications 
objected to by the East India Company as well as sectarian considerations concerning favouring one establishment 
at the expense of others (such as the Presbyterian, as advocated by Scottish MP George Sinclair, or the Roman 
Catholic, as championed by Irish emancipationist Dan O’Connell), or else objection to establishment in India at 
all.210 Nevertheless, the proposals passed and the wording of the final legislation was mirrored in the 1835 Letters 
Patent which created the bishopric of Madras and consequently elevated Calcutta to metropolitan status. These 
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Letters Patent only vaguely outlined the newly acquired metropolitical jurisdiction of the Bishop of Calcutta as 
having “full power and authority to perform all functions peculiar and appropriated to the office of Metropolitan,” 
although noting that in particular this did include “full power and authority to visit once in every five years, or 
oftener if occasion shall require … for correcting and supplying the defects of the said Bishop of Madras and his 
successors, with all and all manner of visitorial jurisdiction, power and coercion.”211 This visitorial jurisdiction was 
similarly reiterated in the creation of the bishopric of Bombay in 1837, again explicitly stipulating the 
metropolitan’s authority “to inhibit … the exercise of all … ordinary jurisdiction of the said Bishop of Bombay … 
[as] shall seem expedient … [and] to exercise … such powers, functions, and jurisdictions … as the said Bishop of 
Bombay might have exercised if he had not been inhibited from exercising the same.”212 The newly created Bishop 
of Madras, Daniel Corrie, would swear an oath of obedience only to the “Metropolitan Bishop of Calcutta and his 
successors” but be consecrated by the Archbishop of Canterbury.213  
 
The Letters Patent establishing the metropolitan jurisdiction of the Bishop of Calcutta contained the proviso that 
he should be “subject nevertheless to the general superintendence and revision of the Archbishop of Canterbury 
for the time being,” in the same manner by which he had been “subordinate to the Archiepiscopal See of the 
Province of Canterbury in the exercise of all Ecclesiastical jurisdiction and powers which, previously to these our 
Letters Patent, were vested in the said Bishop.”214 This effectively created a tripartite provincial scheme, whereby 
the metropolitical organization of one province subsisted under the authority of another. Autonomous, but not 
autocephalous, the first creation of a metropolitan see outside the British Isles also marks a move toward what 
might crudely be described as the ‘Patriarchate of Canterbury’. This move was at best tentative, as the somewhat 
vague and ill-defined phrase “general superintendence and revision” suggests, and it would not be long before 
this emerging polity would be tested and found seriously wanting. 
 
The Uncertain Authority of Royal Letters Patent 
 
Episcopacy and, later, a modified form of provincial polity, whereby metropolitans remained subject to the 
superintendence of the Archbishop of Canterbury, had been established in the wake of British colonial expansion 
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through the authority and legal instrument of royal Letters Patent. However, the question of where authority lay 
within the church, and how it related to the civil authorities locally and ‘at home’, came to be the fundamental 
concern of the colonial churches from the mid-nineteenth century onward. The authority of Letters Patent had 
been challenged in Tasmania as early as 1837 when William Broughton, Bishop of Australia, had sought to protect 
one of his chaplains from being required to participate in a trial of the Executive Council prosecuting an accusation 
of fraud, insisting instead that “the Bishop of the diocese is the only proper organ for securing the discipline of 
the clergy … manifest from the terms of the Letters Patent under the Great Seal, by which the see is constituted.”215  
 
Tasmania again became the centre of troubles when its first bishop, Francis Nixon, revoked the licences of two 
chaplains: the first, Gregory Bateman, who had ceremonially washed his hands over the body of an executed 
convict after performing his burial and then declared himself “innocent of the blood of this man,”216 and the other, 
Thomas Wigmore, the “bane of Bothwell” who, with his “litigious and unhappy temper” had not only alienated all 
his parishioners but abandoned “that part of his ordination vow which binds him to maintain … quietness, peace 
and love.”217 Bishop Nixon proposed to establish a consistory court in order to exercise the ecclesiastical discipline 
assumed inherent in his Letters Patent, but was met with much resistance from the Lieutenant-Governor as well 
as deputations from the Congregational, Baptist and Presbyterian clergy.218 Nixon begrudgingly acknowledged 
the Crown lawyers’ judgement on the “virtual invalidity of a portion of my Letters Patent” (the portion relating to 
the exercise of his jurisdiction to visit and discipline his clergy) and, eventually, accepted a revised form.219  
 
The entire legal basis upon which the colonial bishoprics and, from 1835 in India and 1847 in Australia, provincial 
and metropolitical authority rested – that of Letters Patent – had been shaken. It would take until 1863, and the 
notorious controversy between the bishops of Cape Town and Natal, before the arrangement would be entirely 
abandoned. In the meantime the colonial churches felt a pressing need to overcome what was repeatedly referred 
to as the ‘embarrassment’ of their situation by agitating not only for some surety of legal security in their own 
establishment, but also a greater degree of self-determination in their organisation and governance. In 1849 a 
proposed meeting of the five Canadian bishops was reported on enthusiastically by the Colonial Church Chronicle 
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which articulated some hope that “perhaps something in the shape of general rules or Canons for the government 
of the Church in their several Dioceses may be agreed upon.”220 However, it was in Australia and New Zealand 
that the boldest efforts were first made to make this a reality. Whereas there had been very little conscious 
reflection on the significance of elevating Calcutta to the dignity of a metropolitan see, in Australia and New 
Zealand the opposite was true. The first bishop of New Zealand, George Augustus Selwyn, would greatly influence 
the settlement of a synodical polity for the colonial churches, a trait which continues to mark out Anglicanism as 
distinctive. However the role of Australia’s first bishop, William Grant Broughton, has not yet been fully 
appreciated or developed. His leadership, up until his untimely death in 1853, did much to shape the direction of 
provincial independence and autonomy, necessitated by the particular challenges faced in the colonial churches 
as the authority of the Royal Supremacy, the legitimacy of Letters Patent and the reliance on the church ‘at home’ 
could no longer be assumed.  
 
Australia and the Legacy of William Grant Broughton Re-evaluated 
 
The Letters Patent of 1835, which had dissevered Madras from Calcutta, had also released the far-off Archdeaconry 
of New South Wales from the Bishop of Calcutta’s jurisdiction, which it had been under since 1824. This took 
effect on the 10th October 1835, and in mid-January 1836 fresh Letters Patent were issued erecting the Bishopric of 
Australia and appointing its first bishop, William Grant Broughton. This new see, much like the Canadian and 
other colonial dioceses outside the newly created metropolitical bounds of India, was placed directly in 
relationship with the “archiepiscopal see of Canterbury … in the same manner as any bishop of any see within the 
province of Canterbury…”221  
 
Following the further expansion of colonial settlement in Australia, Broughton was made Metropolitan when his 
vast diocese was divided into the sees of Sydney, Melbourne, Newcastle and Adelaide in 1847. The Letters Patent 
which brought this into effect, taking much the same form as those that had achieved the same for Calcutta, also 
brought the sees of Tasmania and New Zealand under the bishop of Sydney’s metropolitical oversight. However, 
this was not merely an unthinking replication of what had been done in India a decade earlier. Whereas in the 
case of Calcutta there had been very little, if any, reflection on the ecclesiastical significance of establishing new 
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metropolitical provinces, in Australia there was a greater degree of readiness, certainly by Broughton, to reflect 
ecclesiologically on how the colonial Church of England might mature to greater independence within a global 
Anglican communion.  
 
In his friendship with Joshua Watson, the influential high-churchman and member of the Hackney Phalanx, 
Broughton also had an influential ally. Watson was well established as a staunch supporter of the colonial 
churches, and particularly the establishment of bishoprics through his financial leadership of the SPG and 
support of the Colonial Bishoprics Fund. Writing to Broughton about how he might be styled as metropolitan, 
the title of Archbishop being contentious, he articulates a growing concern to hold together the Anglican 
churches in the colonies in particular relationship with the Church of England as they moved toward greater self-
determination: 
 
Patriarch was obviously the fitting thing, ecclesiastically speaking. But this involved, in 
my opinion, a sovereignty of its own; and by cutting off all particular relation to the 
Church in England, would have made the patriarchate of Australasia in no greater 
degree related to the untied Churches of England and Ireland, than to Sweden or 
Denmark; provided, that is, that the succession in these has been preserved. And to 
such absolute independence in matters ecclesiastical, I expected the most decided 
objection from our statesmen at home, from its loosening the best bond of colonial 
allegiance to the mother country under circumstances in which, with half the world 
between them, they could ill afford to let go any hold of connection. From the first, 
therefore, I have pressed for a patent raising the present see into a metropolitancy, with 
jurisdiction over the new sees absolutely, and over the old sees conditionally (ie. upon 
surrender of their present patent of exempt jurisdiction by the actual incumbents) and 
hereafter peremptorily in the letter of the succeeding patents. All this I thought might 
be now settled, at once and for ever, by a patent creating you in that manner 
Metropolitan of Australasia.222  
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It’s not clear entirely how serious Watson was being in suggesting the title of ‘Patriarch’ for the Bishop of Sydney 
– the title would seem rather grand, there being only eighteen clergymen and twelve parishes in the whole of 
Australia when Broughton arrived as Archdeacon; albeit the number of clergy had risen, by Broughton’s own 
count, to three hundred by 1853.223 What is interesting is that Watson seems to claim some personal agency in 
influencing the establishment of a metropolitical establishment in Australasia. Watson, and his associates in the 
Hackney Phalanx and the SPG, certainly had a close connection with Broughton and the other High Church 
Australian bishops, including William Tyrell, bishop of Newcastle, among whom he seems to have acted as 
something of an intermediary: 
 
With Bishop Tyrell in particular he had enjoyed some very gratifying intercourse, from 
which he felt assured of the mutual comfort which the Suffragan and the Metropolitan 
would find in each other.224 
 
Even in this early correspondence with Watson, Broughton expresses an aversion to the suggestion that a 
metropolitan of Australasia should remain nevertheless subject to the Archbishop of Canterbury, particularly if it 
were motivated – as Watson suggests – out of the political expediency of maintaining and strengthening the bonds 
of the British Empire. Broughton recalls, as a dangerous possible precedent to this proposed new jurisdiction of 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, the synod at Rome in 378 where Pope Damasus was exonerated against his Arian 
rival, Ursinus, and under the Emperor Gratian “given that universal jurisdiction … by making him the centre of all 
appeals.”225 Broughton articulates his concern that: 
 
If our Primate [the Archbishop of Canterbury] have a corresponding privilege, it will be 
difficult to make the world comprehend that we mean it to be only ordine ecclesiastico, 
and not jure divino.226 
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The Bishops’ Conference of 1850 
 
Broughton would take a similar stance at the Bishops’ Conference of October 1850 which met in Sydney and was 
attended by all the bishops of the province of Australasia under Broughton’s metropolitical jurisdiction: Francis 
Nixon of Tasmania, William Tyrell of Newcastle, Charles Perry of Melbourne, Augustus Short of Adelaide and 
George Augustus Selwyn of New Zealand. The 1850 Bishops’ Conference has become the subject of a substantial 
body of literature chiefly concerned with the development of synodical government and the constitutional 
framework of Australian Anglicanism. Three significant Australian accounts, all written in the 1920s during a 
period of constitutional clarification227  for Australian Anglicans, have proved formative in appreciating the 
significance of the 1850 Conference on synodical development, and particularly the participation of the laity: 
Philip Micklem’s Principles of Church Organization in 1921, Henry Lowther Clarke’s Constitutional Church 
Government in 1924 and Robbie Giles’ Constitutional History of the Australian Church in 1929.228 More recently, 
Bruce Kaye has helpfully critiqued an assumption perpetuated by this historiographical legacy that characterised 
churchmanship, Tractarian and Evangelical, as the driving force behind the resulting ecclesial foundations within 
colonial Anglicanism based, on the one hand, through the authority of the local legislature (as in Victoria, New 
South Wales, Tasmania and Canada) and, on the other, of “consensual compact” (as in Adelaide, New Zealand, 
and South Africa).229 Discussion of constitutional development and the rise of synodical government has tended 
to eclipse the important place of the 1850 Conference for the evolution of metropolitical authority within 
Anglicanism, and particularly Broughton’s own understanding of his role as Metropolitan of Australasia. Charles 
Perry, Bishop of Melbourne, kept detailed notes of the Conference proceedings in his diary and records 
Broughton’s strong calls for provincial independence, his assertion that the Royal Supremacy had no bearing on 
church affairs in the province, and that authority for electing, consecrating and confirming bishops for Australia 
and New Zealand lay entirely within the jurisdiction of the province rather than with either the Crown or 
Archbishop of Canterbury: 
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Now that there is a Province of Australasia and Metropolitan of Sydney, the nomination 
and consecration of Bishops within the Province by the See of Canterbury is irregular, 
and in fact a ‘Papal’ assumption of power.230 
 
True to his convictions expressed to Watson eleven years earlier, Perry’s notes reveal quite candidly Broughton’s 
continued opposition to maintaining the Oath of Supremacy following the establishment of a new ecclesial 
province: 
 
The Queen’s Supremacy restricts the power of consecration inherent in Metropolitan 
and Comprovincial Bishops. The time is good for Recommendation, and it is not good 
to wait for a ‘casus belli’ to declare our independency of State fetters; rather that we be 
ready and prepared; so that when they drop off (as they must ere long) we may be found 
in possession of a system of acting, and not having one to seek.231 
 
Broughton’s readiness to shake off the claim of the Royal Supremacy is perhaps surprising for a man of a definite 
High Church persuasion of the pre-Tractarian ilk, although his assertion of an inherent ecclesial authority proper 
to the local adaptation of the episcopate and its provincial organisation under metropolitical jurisdiction is faithful 
to his underlying Tory principles.232 Broughton’s strong language even goes so far as to assert that the Church of 
England has departed from “the primitive Church system in that one Metropolitan interferes with another’s 
functions,” presumably a reference to his own subjection and subordination to the Archbishop of Canterbury.233 
In a final question which he poses to his fellow bishops and which is left hanging as the final entry for that day in 
Perry’s diary, discussion being adjourned until the following week, Broughton asks: 
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Would it not be well, should it be found that the act authorising the Queen to create 
Colonial Dioceses … is illegal! Consequently the Provincial Synod possesses its inherent 
power of subdividing Dioceses and consecrating through their Metropolitan?234 
 
Selwyn makes reference to Joseph Bingham’s work on provincial polity as it was developed and understood in the 
Patristic period, a clear example of Bingham’s early eighteenth-century work of antiquarian history directly 
informing a rethinking of metropolitical authority within the emerging polity of what was already being called 
the ‘Anglican Communion’. Interestingly, Perry records Selwyn’s use of the term “Patriarch” to describe the 
Archbishop of Canterbury’s place within this polity.235 Complementing this, Tyrell and Short employ arguments 
from the examples of the episcopal churches of Scotland and the United States to further assert the independence 
of the ecclesial province. 236  The Bishop of Adelaide, perhaps optimistically, notes that in the current 
circumstances there exists a harmony between the interests of state and church, with the former pursuing the 
interests of the latter on its behalf. Therefore the provincial synods had no need to overreach in their claim for an 
inherent ecclesial authority: 
 
Under existing circumstances, the [intention] of the State being to extend the Colonial 
Episcopate, as wanted by the Church, he [Short] did not think it incumbent upon the 
Provincial Bishops to exert their independent Ecclesiastical Functions. Such a necessity 
must arise, but need not be anticipated. At present to recommend what was wanted, 
and needful for the order and effectiveness of one Church would be enough.237 
 
Perry, however, is keen to maintain the connection with Canterbury in order to safeguard doctrinal orthodoxy, 
likening it – perhaps extraordinarily as an Evangelical – to the universal jurisdiction of the Pope: “Romish 
provincial bishops refer in all proceedings to Rome – so we should to Canterbury.”238 The Minutes of Proceedings 
of the 1850 Conference reflect something of a compromise between these two visions of provincial independence. 
They propose the organisation of the Australasian province into provincial and diocesan synods (composed of 
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bishops with representatives of the clergy, the laity being involved in decision making over church temporalities 
by means of concurrent diocesan and provincial conventions), with authority to subdivide dioceses and to 
recommend episcopal appointments. However, they implicitly acknowledge – if somewhat begrudgingly – their 
uncertain standing with regard to the church ‘at home’.239  
 
Whereas the establishment of metropolitan jurisdiction was given very little reflection and thought when first 
initiated by the division of the Diocese of Calcutta, being it seems an entirely pragmatic solution to problems of 
local ecclesial administration in a vast – and, to English sensibilities, harsh and uncompromising – foreign land, 
Bishop Broughton did much to promote the comprehensive establishment of a provincial polity among the 
colonial Anglican churches, and to assert their autonomy from Canterbury and, most particularly, from the Crown 
as it became increasingly clear that the Royal Supremacy meant very little at all in the ecclesiology of Empire. 
 
The ‘Colenso Affair’: Provincial Autonomy and the Royal Prerogative 
 
If Broughton and his contemporaries began this process of ecclesial reflection around the place of metropolitical 
authority and provincial polity in the burgeoning Communion, it was the fallout to the notorious ‘Colenso Affair’ 
that dominated the 1860s which finally occasioned the necessity not only for clarity concerning the legal and 
ecclesial relation of the colonial churches to England, but also forced the question of where and how Anglican 
authority was to be grounded: in the Crown, or consensual compact. The Colenso controversy is itself fairly well-
known, and has become something of a fabled forerunner, a “myth of origin” for the emergence of a global 
‘Anglican Communion’ in the context of international conflict and controversy.240 Its significance is principally 
linked with the calling of the first ‘Lambeth Conference’ in 1867, although this vastly oversimplifies both the 
contributing causes which led to the ‘Pan-Anglican Synod’ as well as the impact of the Colenso case on its 
agenda.241 The 2004 Windsor Report utilises the Colenso case as an example of political manoeuvrings to influence 
the agenda at Lambeth, “a foretaste of what would follow in international gatherings of Anglicans, when 
controversial topics arise.” 242  Colenso has been held up as an archetype for theological liberalism within 
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Anglicanism, as well as a champion of missionary enculturation. 243  In the current context of conflict and 
controversy within Anglicanism, commentators have not failed to notice something of an irony in the 
contemporary reversal of the nineteenth-century contest between the theological liberalism of a bishop and 
diocese in Africa and calls, particularly from the United States and Canada, for a measure of doctrinal discipline 
to be exercised through the instrument of an international synod of bishops, to become the Lambeth 
Conference.244 Despite the frequent citations of the Colenso case, there has been little deep engagement with its 
implications for Anglican ecclesiology.245 Colenso has been variously, and sometimes dubiously, appropriated and 
the Communion would benefit from a richer, and less polemical, understanding of his legacy and a more 
systematic account of the ecclesial implications of the controversy itself, a project which falls outside the scope of 
this dissertation.246  
 
However, the Colenso case does sharply bring into focus the muddled question of how the newly established 
ecclesial provinces in the colonies were to organise themselves and relate both with each other (as well as with 
the episcopal churches of Scotland and the United States) and with the church ‘at home’. At last, pressed into 
action by a very public international controversy, the Anglican churches were forced to confront the problematic 
and haphazard nature of their polity, as it had emerged, and to engage in some more explicit reflection on the 
nature of a metropolitical polity in a global Communion. 
 
Whatever might be made of the substantive issues causing contention surrounding the Bishop of Natal, the 
scandal of his biblical criticism and doctrinal doubts, at the heart of this controversy is a clash between two visions 
of emerging metropolitical polity for a global Communion: Colenso understanding his colonial episcopate to be 
no more than a relocation of the Church of England abroad, and acknowledging only the most limited formal 
association between his comprovincial (if that reality is even be admitted) bishops, and Gray seeking instead to 
build the structures of a self-sufficient and autocephalous ecclesial province with the Archbishop of Canterbury 
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providing a quasi-Patriarchal oversight. Colenso rested his case on a strict, and wholly proper as the Judicial 
Committee confirmed, interpretation of the legal basis to his bishopric; alternatively, Gray – while justifiably 
following the provisions of his Letters Patent which he took to be legitimate – instead found greater justification 
in an appeal to the wider tradition and ordering of the church catholic. The novel appeal of this latter position is 
what seemed so incredible to Colenso: 
 
I have no concern with, and do not in any manner recognize, the powers of a 
Metropolitan, as they may have existed at some time or other in the ancient Catholic 
Church, or as they may now exist 'in the Churches of the Roman obedience,' ... I 
recognize them only so far as they exist in the 'United Church of England and Ireland, 
as by law established,' in which, as is well known, the supreme powers, usurped by the 
Pope in the Roman Church, are restored by the Constitution to the Crown.247 
 
Although Colenso held the secure legal ground he stands as something of an obstinate figure, stubbornly 
upholding an ecclesiological position which is remarkably conservative in its imperialist assumptions, while the 
sands of ecclesial change shift fast beneath his feet. The tide was quickly turning to promote the establishment 
and independence of self-governing provinces in communion with the Church of England at home but not 
identical to it. There is no small irony in this, not least considering the far from conservative doctrinal and biblical 
positions espoused by Colenso, but also in that Gray has traditionally been characterised as legalistic and rigid in 
his prosecution of Colenso.248  
 
In fact, Robert Gray was extremely avant-garde in asserting his own metropolitical jurisdiction, despite its dubious 
legal position, and in pursuing Broughton’s earlier vision of independent ecclesial provinces, brought together 
under a kind of personal patriarchate of the Archbishop of Canterbury. Finding little support in legal instruments, 
an important tool in establishing legitimacy for this new paradigm was an appeal to ‘catholic order’ and the 
employment of antiquarian sources as authoritative witnesses to tradition. This was of course just one example of 
a wider shift occasioned by the Oxford Movement to locate an ecclesial authority inherent to the church’s own 
order and ministry: “Magnify your Office!” was John Henry Newman’s rally for apostolic authority which 
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commenced the first of the Tracts for the Times.249 Proponents for this new provincial polity, considering that 
the colonial churches have been “thrown back upon the primitive precedents of the second and third centuries of 
the Christian era,” look again to works such as Bingham’s Origines Ecclesiasticae and sources such as de Marca 
and Cyprian’s letters to reimagine their constitution and establish ecclesial authenticity which is independent of 
the Royal Supremacy and, even more so, the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council.250  
 
Successive Lambeth Conferences of the second half of the nineteenth century further codified this movement 
with an emphasis on the development of provincial polity as a mark of ecclesial maturity. The first gathering of 
bishops at Lambeth in 1867 committed consideration of the nature and extent of metropolitical jurisdiction to a 
committee comprising the colonial bishops, the bishops of London, St David’s and Oxford, as well as seven others 
from among their number “to consider the constitution of a voluntary spiritual tribunal, to which questions of 
doctrine may be carried by appeal from … each province of the colonial Church.”251 In fact, the 1867 ‘Pan-Anglican 
Synod’ which would become the Lambeth Conference was notable for doing little more in its ‘resolutions’ than 
committing a series of questions for the consideration of committees.252  
 
The subsequent report of the relevant committee on metropolitical jurisdiction, issued in December 1867 and 
chaired by the Bishop of Montreal and Metropolitan of Canada, urged the establishment of provinces where this 
had not already taken place, calling for a coordinated effort between the Archbishop of Canterbury, “to whom the 
Bishops of the Dioceses that are at present extra-provincial have taken the oath of canonical obedience,” and the 
dioceses themselves.253 The language of the Committee is strong, asserting provincial polity to be not only “in 
accordance with the ancient laws and usages of the Christian Church,” but in fact, “essential to its complete 
organization.”254  
 
An appeal was again made to ancient use in 1878 when the bishops’ letter which was issued from that Conference 
(there being again no formal resolutions but rather an encyclical comprising the various committees’ reports) 
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repeated calls for “those dioceses which still remain isolated [to] … associate themselves into a province or 
provinces, in accordance with the ancient laws and usages of the Catholic Church.”255 The Conferences of 1888 
and 1897, insofar as they dealt with issues of provincial polity, were concerned largely with the relative merits and 
appropriateness of allowing metropolitan bishops to be styled according to the dignity of ‘Archbishop’ – 
something which, although mooted as early as 1846 in Broughton’s correspondence with Joshua Watson and 
moved upon formally in 1870 by the Provincial Synod of South Africa, was not enacted within individual provinces 
until after the 1888 Conference had commended the cautious report of the Committee on Mutual Relations of 
Dioceses and Branches of the Anglican Communion which tentatively suggested that “taking the question upon 
broad grounds and looking to the general interests of the whole Church… there are cases of important Provinces 
in which distinct advantage would result from adopting the ancient and honoured title of Archbishop.”256 By the 
1897 Lambeth Conference there were Archbishops of Ontario, Rupert’s Land, Sydney, Capetown and the West 
Indies alongside the old established metropolitans of Canterbury, York, Dublin and Armagh.257 
 
The following four chapters shall explore two problematic aspects of the exercise of metropolitical authority and 
provincial polity in the contemporary Communion which emerge from this historical enquiry, as they relate to 
the formal and recognised institutions and structures of Anglican polity. These are: the tension between a 
provincial polity, articulated and codified to varying levels of precision in provincial constitutions, with a ‘national 
church’ model which has come to be uncritically accepted as the ecclesial ideal within Anglicanism; and, the 
developing nature of primatial authority in the life of the Communion, as particularly expressed through the 
regular ‘Primates’ Meetings’. In confronting the problem of Anglican polity, it will be argued that what is needed 
is a richer and more nuanced, while also more precise, appreciation of the workings of metropolitical authority 
and the place of the province. While its complexity and plurality has been born out through this survey of its 
history and development, its specificity is best discerned not by sweeping generalisations nor ‘lowest common 
denominator’ ecclesiology but in finding the force of its challenge to our current polity.  
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The theological reflections of the following chapters, with their emphases on the principles of ‘recognition’ and a 
conciliar primacy, will draw out this challenge against the fundamentalism of the ‘national church’ as a unit of 
Anglican ecclesial polity, and against the magisterial individualism of the Primates. Indeed, only a recovery and 
reappraisal of the distinctive and enduring place of metropolitical authority and provincial polity, with its dual 
emphasis on the exercise of authority both internally and externally related, offers a sufficient and satisfactory 
imagining of Anglican ecclesial ordering that can hold together its devotion to the local enculturation of authority 




– Part Two –  
The National Church 
 
We still think, and rightly, of the Church of England as the ‘National Church’; but the 
word national in this context can no longer mean what it once meant … I prefer to think 
of the Church as what I believe it is more and more coming to be, not the ‘English 
Church’, but national as ‘the Catholic Church in England’. 
T.S. Eliot, 1931258 
 
What is the most fundamental and complete unit of ecclesial polity within the Anglican Communion? The 
Communion is described on its website as being constituted of thirty-nine “autonomous national and regional 
Churches plus six Extra Provincial Churches and dioceses.”259 While the website is certainly not a comprehensive 
source of Anglican self-reflection on its own ecclesiology, this formulaic emphasis on ‘national’ or ‘regional’ 
churches – not to mention their distinction from “Extra Provincial Churches and dioceses” – as fundamental to 
the polity of the Communion is a familiar trope. This chapter will reflect theologically on the nature of the 
‘national church’ within international Anglican polity, with particular reference to its emergence as a keystone in 
the “contained catholicity”260 of the English church at the Reformation and the problematic nature of balancing 
that catholicity with assumptions of national and ecclesial sovereignty within the international polity of the 
contemporary Communion.  
 
The language of ‘provincial’ polity has become confused and conflated in Anglican ecclesiology with the 
emergence of the autonomous ‘national church’, providing a challenge for the Communion’s embodiment of 
catholicity which the re-appropriation of a more properly ‘provincial’ polity has the potential to address. Discourse 
around the ‘national church’ has also tended to concentrate more on the relationships between church and state, 
particularly in the context of the Church of England’s establishment, rather than its particularity as a unit of polity 
itself. There is a long tradition of reflection, at least since the twentieth century, on the nature of this relationship. 
It is the subject of a number of charges and addresses by Bishop of London, Mandell Creighton, at the turn of the 
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century,261 while in the United States there was likewise, in a very different context, a conversation initiated by 
the prominent clergyman William Reed Huntington on the potential for The Episcopal Church to imagine itself 
as a ‘national church’ with an ecumenical vocation.262 William Temple delivered the Bishop Paddock Lectures at 
the General Theological Seminary in New York on “Church and Nation” at the beginning of the First World War,263 
and a defence of the ‘national church’ from a more Evangelical perspective was given by long-serving General 
Secretary of the Church Missionary Society, Max Warren, in three Advent lectures at Westminster Abbey in 
1963.264 Adrian Hastings, Roman Catholic theologian and historian, in his Gore Lecture at Westminster Abbey in 
1991 offered a critique of Warren’s “unanalysed assumption” that the United Kingdom, and with it the established 
church, constituted “the society of a nation,” instead asserting this to be “profoundly damaging to the identity of 
minorities within the state – the smaller nations of which it consists, and of the smaller churches,” concluding 
that the idea of a ‘national church’ was nothing more than a “theologically phoney category.”265 More recently, a 
series of articles in the Christian Law Review has engaged ecumenically with the concept of a ‘national church’ 
both in England and in other parts of the British Isles.266  
 
Fundamental to the definition of a ‘national church’, which has emerged over the past century, has been a 
commitment to integration and engagement with the ‘nation’, some degree of shared identity with the wider 
population, a commitment to maintaining a ministry and presence within the totality of geographic borders, as 
well as an approach to mission and membership which is invitational and ‘inclusive’ rather than strictly 
confessional.267 Notwithstanding their usefulness, these markers all contribute to a picture of how the church 
relates to the nation, but do not necessarily speak to the polity of the church as predicated in some way on the 
priorities and characteristics of the nation-state. Such characteristics include sovereignty, defined geographical 
borders and legitimization by means of mutual recognition. Ecclesiological reflection on the nature of the 
‘national church’ must engage not only with a church’s sense of mission and vocation in and to the nation, but 
how they see themselves ordered and akin to the pattern of nation-states – each church itself a kind of ecclesial 
nation. It is this aspect of the ‘national church’, rather than its missional dimension, which proves problematic 
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for Anglican polity. Within the Anglican Communion this notion of a ‘national church’ as a complete and 
fundamental unit of polity, not just a vocational descriptor of mission, has become accepted as a truism. However, 
the diversity and actual make-up of the churches which constitute the Communion, and the nations they exist 
within and across, makes this a dubious foundation.  
 
Of the thirty-nine ‘national and regional’ churches of the Communion, twenty-five are predominantly co-
terminous with national borders (including The Episcopal Church, although it has a wider international 
presence). Most churches comprise a single province, although seven contain more than one province within 
them: the majority being in the West (England and Ireland each have two, New Zealand has three, Canada has 
four and Australia has five) and the remaining two in Africa (the Church of the Province of West Africa having 
two, while Nigeria stands apart with an extraordinary fourteen provinces). There are also six ‘extra-provincial’ 
churches, five of which exist under oversight by the Archbishop of Canterbury (albeit entirely distinct from the 
Province of Canterbury and the Church of England) and the other (the Episcopal Church of Cuba) by a 
‘metropolitical council’ comprising the Primate of Canada, the Archbishop of the West Indies and the Presiding 
Bishop of The Episcopal Church.   
 
While the precise membership of the Communion, and who might be arbiters of that determination, remains 
contested and contentious, a satisfactory working understanding of how the Communion is constituted is given 
by the Constitution of the Anglican Consultative Council (being the ‘Articles of Association’ of a private company 
limited by guarantee under UK law).268 The Constitution provides not only for plenary meetings of the Council, 
which are familiar as the Anglican Consultative Council meetings held every two or three years, but also for a 
Standing Committee (which recently has styled itself the ‘Standing Committee of the Anglican Communion’) and 
a Secretariat (styled the Anglican Communion Office) led by a Secretary General (to whose title the addendum 
‘of the Anglican Communion’ is in practice applied). The Schedule to the Constitution also lists those churches 
which, while in communion with the Archbishop of Canterbury, compose the definition of a ‘Member-Church’ 
for the purposes of that document. Provision is made for the Standing Committee to alter this Schedule, subject 
to the concurrence of a two-thirds majority of Primates (five of whom sit as ex officio members of the Standing 
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Committee).269 Therefore, while these structures do not formally constitute nor govern the membership of the 
Communion, they have come to stand in as representative signifiers of an assumed polity. Nevertheless, the six 
‘extra-provincial’ churches of the Communion are not mentioned explicitly in either the Schedule or elsewhere 
and it can only be assumed that their personal communion with the Archbishop of Canterbury is claimed as 
sufficient grounds, at least in practice, to legitimate membership of the Communion.  
 
The proposed Anglican Communion Covenant defines the Communion as a “fellowship, within the One, Holy, 
Catholic and Apostolic Church, of national or regional Churches,” borrowing this statement from its original 
formulation at the 1930 Lambeth Conference, although the term “national and regional” has replaced the 
Conference’s own wording of “dioceses, provinces, or regional churches.”270 The 1930 Lambeth resolution has 
become a popular benchmark in attempts to draw close to a definition of the Communion’s corporate identity. 
However, the ecclesiological weight which the otherwise fairly under-developed terms are asked to bear is not 
well supported and has encouraged a kind of laziness in thinking through how these ecclesial concepts, and units 
of polity, reflect the catholic order of the church as well as serve the Communion in its life and mission. 
 
In fact, the geographic and sociocultural descriptors ‘national’ and ‘regional’ developed in tandem alongside the 
ecclesiastically more precise terms ‘diocese’ and ‘province’ as the Communion sought to articulate the shape of its 
relationships in the early twentieth century. The concept of a ‘national church’ was a familiar element of the 
Anglican inheritance from the Reformation experience of the Church of England, and was enshrined in the thirty-
fourth of the Thirty-Nine Articles: “Every particular or national Church hath authority to ordain, change, and 
abolish, ceremonies or rites of the Church ordained only by man's authority, so that all things be done to 
edifying.”271 However, this was challenged as the clarity of the concept of a contained nation-state was muddied 
by imperialist expansion and, ecclesially, as colonial churches became self-governing and a provincial and 
metropolitical polity was rolled out. T.S. Eliot’s reflections after the 1930 Lambeth Conference with respect to the 
‘national church’ model, expressed in the epigraph to this Part, aptly articulate a shift in ecclesial emphasis from 
Anglican isolationism and self-sufficiency to the local contextualisation of a global Communion.  
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Chapter 4: ‘Contained’ or Compromised Catholicity  
– a Critique of the ‘National Church’ 
 
The central tension inherent in a ‘national church’ polity is its compatibility with the church’s claim to catholicity. 
At the English Reformation, as the autonomy and independence of the English realm was asserted in all things 
spiritual as well as temporal, the church faced a crisis in its self-conceptualisation: how could it be both catholic 
as well as self-contained? A European pan-Protestantism offered some sense of fellowship beyond the nation-
state, providing a common identity forged more from a common opposition, Roman Catholicism, than a 
confessional unity.272 This was given religio-political expression in the alliances which constituted the “body of 
political organizers and religious heads who collaborated with each other during periods of relative peace and 
moved into action by mobilizing forces at other times,” a “Protestant International” which gave political force to 
shared, albeit loosely defined, religious commitments.273 Although a commitment to the ‘Protestant International’ 
ideal allowed for some understanding of the church’s identity beyond the local, in the Church of England’s 
assertion of its autonomy this was always subject to the supremacy of the Crown.274 Mark Chapman has recently 
characterised this expression of the English church’s understanding of itself as part of the church catholic as a 
“contained catholicity” where catholic identity is expressed temporally, standing in continuation of the primitive 
church, rather than spatially:  
 
This meant that, despite the frequent attempts at continental alliances from Henry VIII 
onwards, as well as participation in doctrinal discussions, most importantly at the 
Synod of Dort in 1618-19, the teachings of such discussions were always trumped by the 
authority of the Crown. Consequently, although the Church of England considered 
itself catholic, its form of catholicism came to be expressed more “temporally” in terms 
of its inheritance from the past, than “spatially” through its relations with churches 
overseas. The reason for this was simple: such churches, even when they were in 
fundamental agreement with the Church of England, were solely limited to the 
jurisdiction of their own territories. This de facto limitation of catholicity to history and 
                                                             
272
 The commitment to a ‘pan-Protestant’ Europe united both conservative as well as more radical Reformation players, see Gehring 2015, 7 
273
 Gehring 2015, 8 
274
 Chapman, Clarke, and Percy 2015, 4; a distinction is made between what Gehring describes as this ‘multinational’ political approach and 
the “international Calvinism” which emphasised ‘a transnational ideology superseding political boundaries.’ See Gehring 2015, 8 
 87 
to the primitive church rather than to relations across space led many apologists from 
the Reformation period onwards to defend the catholicity of the Church of England in 
terms of a continuity with the apostolic church.275 
 
This “contained catholicity” may have served the English church as it emerged from the Reformation, but it is 
unclear how it might operate within the context of a worldwide communion of churches which claim a closer 
relationship than the ‘Protestant International’ but still retain autonomy and sovereignty as hallmarks of their 
Anglican inheritance.276 
 
‘Nationality and Liberty’: Provincial Polity Gives Way to the ‘National Church’  
 
As the Anglican Communion emerged out of the nineteenth century, the ‘national church’ principles which 
characterised the Church of England’s self-understanding came to be applied to the newly defined provinces; the 
creation of which, in many instances, mirrored the gradual process of maturity to national sovereignty 
experienced by the former British colonial possessions. At the turn of the twentieth century this saw a fairly 
uncritical endorsement of the providential merits of the nation: Bishop of London, Mandell Creighton, in a 
collection of essays published at the turn of the new century, describes the “differentiation of nations [as] part of 
that continuous revelation of God’s purposes which is contained in history,” whereby liberty, ecclesiastical as well 
as political, is protected from tyranny (and herein is concealed his not so subtle anti-Roman Catholic bias).277 
Creighton follows the now familiar narrative of a “contained catholicity” whereby catholic identity and legitimacy 
is expressed through fidelity to “the Creeds of the Universal Church,” but nevertheless guarded from “interference 
from outside, because experience had shown that that interference was a hindrance and not a help.”278 Creighton’s 
assessment of the triumph of the ‘national church’ over the universal is as instructive now, over a century later, 
as it ever was in considering the challenges which face the discernment of an ecclesiologically coherent global 
Anglican polity: 
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The idea of a Church, universal in its organisation, has been tried, and, as a matter of 
fact, has failed, because it could not make room for two forces which have been most 
powerful in shaping the modern world – the forces of nationality and liberty.279 
 
The coalescence of these two forces proved most potent in the early decades of the twentieth century, as the 
ecclesial language of provinces within Anglicanism came to refer less to territories of metropolitical jurisdiction 
within a global Communion, but rather to sovereign churches in sovereign states. In his Paddock Lectures of 1914-
15 delivered at the General Theological Seminary in New York, William Temple, sketches out something of what 
might be thought to be an early articulation of the vocation of international Anglicanism, as it was transplanting 
the ideals of the ‘national church’ to a global communion:  
 
The hope of the future lies in a truly international Church, which shall fully respect the 
rights of nations and recognise the spiritual function of the State, thereby obtaining the 
right to direct the national States along the path which leads to the Kingdom of God.280  
 
The Language of Lambeth: 1920-1948 
 
The development of this movement can be further charted through the language used in the reports of the 
Lambeth Conferences of this period, particularly from 1920 to the end of the Second World War. The 1920 
Lambeth Conference makes a distinction between “provincial” and “national and regional Churches.” Resolution 
44, which sets out the composition and clarifies the role of a “Consultative Body” to act as a representative “board 
of reference” for the Communion, contains references to this mixed ecclesial economy. The make-up of the 
Consultative Body contains representatives from the provinces of Canterbury, York and (the newly disestablished) 
Wales alongside single representatives of multi-provincial national churches such as Canada and Australia. This 
gives something of an interpretive key to the use of these terms elsewhere in the Conference’s resolutions, where 
“national and regional” paired with “provincial” are not necessarily used as inter-changeable terms but are a ‘catch-
all’ for what was a developing polity. Significant attention is made also to missionary districts and extra-provincial 
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churches directly under the supervision of the Archbishop of Canterbury; further anomalies with which to prove 
the provincial rule.281  
 
A desire to iron out these anomalies is evident in Resolution 43 of the 1920 Conference, which promotes the 
“Development of Provinces” so that “each newly founded diocese should as soon as possible find its place as a 
constituent member in some neighbouring province.”282 The resolution sets down guidelines for the minimum 
number of dioceses (four) to be gathered into a new province, and the importance of bishops gathered together 
into a college to make allegiance to the metropolitan or “other authority constitutionally appointed to receive 
it.”283 This resolution was primarily influenced by a report drawn up by former Bishop of Tasmania, Henry 
Hutchinson Montgomery, which strongly advocated the systematic organisation of the churches of the 
Communion into local provinces, as opposed to being somewhat artificially included within the Province of 
Canterbury if not completely isolated altogether.284 This private paper for circulation among the bishops in 
preparation for the Conference provides a mix of both ecclesiological pragmatism as well as a more fundamental 
commitment to ‘catholic order’. Chief among Montgomery’s reasons for the implementation of provincial 
organisation is as a “safeguard against hasty action on the part of a Bishop or Diocese in any of the directions 
which obviously tempt at times the leaders of the Church” as well as providing something of a buffer “between 
two separate questions, namely, whether a subject is merely local or Diocesan on the one hand, or whether it is a 
Catholic question and beyond the powers and scope of an individual Diocese.”285 
 
By the Lambeth Conference of 1930 this emphasis on the place of provincial polity – which may or may not 
correlate with national boundaries and identities – had given way to an increasingly nationalist ideal for ecclesial 
organisation. While the formation of provinces was strongly encouraged (this is reflected in a string of nine 
resolutions which expound the various practicalities), the governing principle is that provinces be subordinate to 
a ‘national church’ ideal, most succinctly expressed in the resolution which heads the Conference’s discussion on 
the subject: 
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Saving always the moral and spiritual independence of the divine society, the 
Conference approves the association of dioceses or provinces in the larger unity of a 
“national Church,” with or without the formal recognition of the civil government, as 
serving to give spiritual expression to the distinctive genius of races and peoples, and 
thus to bring more effectively under the influence of Christ's religion both the process 
of government and the habit of society.286  
 
Like those of the 1920 Conference, the resolutions regarding provincial organisation at the 1930 Conference closely 
reflect a private briefing paper circulated before the meeting and prepared by former Bishop of Bombay, Edwin 
Palmer. Palmer writes forcefully, explaining that his views are:  
 
… stated here somewhat dogmatically for brevity’s sake. The alternative procedure … 
gives the impression that the whole subject is a matter of uncertainty or ‘in the melting 
pot.’ The writer’s belief is the opposite, viz., that our principles are ancient and well-
founded and generally acknowledged.287 
 
Palmer argues strongly for the local autonomy of churches as an expression of their “spiritual individuality.”288 
While qualifying autonomy as not “absolute autonomy … [but] autonomy of a member in a body,” Palmer 
identifies this characteristic of the Communion’s polity with the “purest traditions of the undivided Church.”289 
He lauds the particular assertion of provincial autonomy made by the Protestant Episcopal Church of America as 
providing a pattern and principle of autonomy to be followed by the other churches, even if it has “been 
maintained at times in an exaggerated fashion, as, for instance, by the continued refusal to appoint representatives 
on the Central Consultative Body.”290 Finally, Palmer sees in the Communion an ecumenical hope for a return to 
the “primitive constitution of Christendom” which, along with the Eastern Orthodox Communion, “would be 
pointing the one way to ultimate and all-inclusive unity.” 291  His vision for the Communion, then, is of a 
comprehensive manifestation of the church catholic owing some of its appearance and idiosyncrasies to its 
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cultural inheritance in the Church of England, but not bound by this. Full communion with the Church of Sweden, 
for example, should see their own bishops represented at the Lambeth Conference, and provinces should not be 
established in “countries where the Catholic Church is undoubtedly represented already by a Church which is the 
Church of the country,” regardless of whether they be in communion with Canterbury.292 
 
The supreme marker of this ‘national church’ polity was autonomy, just as sovereignty would define the nation-
state. By the 1948 Lambeth Conference the strongly nationalistic language had fallen out of favour, perhaps 
unsurprising given the recent and costly defeat of aggressive nationalist ideologies across Western Europe and 
East Asia. The text of all 118 resolutions of that Conference uses the word ‘national’ in reference to the churches 
of the Communion only once, whereas ‘province’ and its cognates, sometimes paired with ‘churches’ and 
‘dioceses’, is used eighteen times.293 However, despite the change in terminology, the usage closely follows the 
vision of autonomy set out by Bishop Palmer and aligned with the concept of a ‘national church’ in the 1930 
Conference; the hard limits of autonomy which define the ‘national church’ masquerading under the language of 
provincial polity. Subsequent Lambeth Conferences use the language of provincial and ‘national’ or ‘regional’ 
churches interchangeably with little reflection on their distinction; laying the foundation for the current 
ambiguity in Anglican polity. 
 
Ecclesial and National Polities 
 
The emergence and dominance of the national church, which persists in Anglican ecclesiology, is closely related 
to the political emergence of the nation-state; and the attendant issues of sovereignty, nationalism and the 
challenge of globalisation offer an important contribution to an ecclesiological appraisal of the national church, 
cast in conversation with the political sciences, as a unit of ecclesial polity. The relevance and endurance of the 
nation-state itself within the global geopolitical landscape is steadily being challenged.294 In response to rapid 
advances in communication and connectivity, technology and travel, and the increasing exchange of economic 
and intellectual capital, the complex and intensified relational networks which govern, or at least impact, both 
the global collective as well as the local individual have tested the competence of nation-states not only to secure 
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their own place within this volatile and quickly shifting system but to influence and shape it also, according to 
normative (and, then, not necessarily ‘national’) interests. The impact and influence of these international forces 
is seen by some as a fait accompli as the nation-state, which “at one time guarded its territorial and social 
boundaries with a zeal bordering on the neurotic,” is subsumed by the wave of globalisation.295 Envisioning its 
collapse, Jürgen Habermas neatly articulates the crisis of confidence in the nation-state:  
 
The globalization of commerce and communication, of economic production and 
finance, of the spread of technology and weapons, and above all of ecological and 
military risks, poses problems that can no longer be solved within the framework of 
nation-states or by the traditional method of agreements between sovereign states. If 
current trends continue, the progressive undermining of national sovereignty will 
necessitate the founding and expansion of political institutions on the supranational 
level, a process whose beginnings can already be observed.296  
 
This view is not, however, a consensus and there remains not only a clear dominance of nation-state polity within 
global politics, but a continuing awareness of its importance in setting fiscal and monetary policy agenda as well 
as a prevailing impulse to assert sovereignty against both internal and external pressures.297 
 
Current Trends in International Relations for Ecclesial Reflection 
 
The concept of nation-state sovereignty – with which we might draw parallels with the assertion of provincial 
autonomy within Anglicanism – remains a powerful construction within International Relations. While 
definitions of sovereignty may be contested, they broadly involve a state’s claim of control over internal territory 
and population as well as independence alongside external ‘peers’.298 This internal and external dimension to 
sovereignty was codified at the end of the sixteenth century by the progenitor of modern understandings of 
sovereignty, French political philosopher Jean Bodin.299 Accordingly, the primary actor on the international stage 
                                                             
295
 Habermas 1998, 410 
296
 Habermas 1998, 398 
297
 Ring 2008, 165–66 
298
 Ring 2008, 160 
299
 Fowler and Bunck 1995, 36 
 93 
is the easily defined and identifiable ‘nation-state’, with the recognition of sovereignty supposedly providing a 
level playing field whereby the diplomatic game is played under the pretence that each discrete and independent 
political unit may relate on equal terms. Sovereignty is essentially self-serving: to play by the ‘rules’ on the 
international stage is to ultimately protect the domestic assertion of the state to exercise control over its own 
territory and people. Set in theological language, the critique of sovereignty is that it “predicates of a created being 
– individual or collective – a divine attribute, namely total independence and self-sufficiency.”300 
 
Because this polity of homogenised plurality cannot, by definition, be governed at a supranational level it relies 
on mutual recognition by states of the principles of non-interference in internal affairs and restraint in foreign 
policy to maintain the balance of sovereignty. Sovereignty is, then, essentially granted to states through this 
recognition by other states – rather than being an intrinsic quality of statehood itself: 
 
Sovereignty is not an attribute of the state, but is attributed to the state by other states 
or state rulers. Recent work, most notably by Robert Jackson (1990), is quite persuasive 
in demonstrating the state’s dependence on other states for its authority. The modern 
state system is unique in that its members recognize one another as equal authority 
claimants… Each is recognized as having the final and exclusive authority to use 
coercion within its territorial borders. This recognition dimension of sovereignty 
entails two principal empirical questions: whose recognition is required?, and what are 
the criteria for recognition?301 
 
Recognisability, as well as assessments of legitimacy, have emerged in International Relations discourse as a 
means of acknowledging that sovereignty isn’t a wholly contained concept but that it relies on a balance of 
reciprocity and acceptability regarding the source and exercise of authority.302 Legitimacy refers to the means by 
which sovereignty is incarnated in a particular political regime, as well as how political control is acquired, 
measured against “socially accepted beliefs about the (1) rightful source of authority and (2) the proper ends … of 
government.”303 Recognisability refers to the necessity of a state’s acceptance within the international community; 
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that the mere self-declaration and identification as a nation-state does not in itself give adequate qualification. 
The appreciation of these two aspects of sovereignty, particularly since the end of the Second World War, has 
made possible the advancement and promotion of shared international norms, particularly in areas such as 
human rights.304 Legitimacy itself may be said to have developed from recognisability, as states organically 
develop a normative picture among themselves of what might constitute grounds for equal participation in the 
community of nations. If recognisability is the making (or at least the confirmation) of sovereignty, then these 
mutually governed checks on sovereignty are less restraints and challenges occasioned by the rise of international 
organisations than the natural outworking of sovereignty itself as it self-regulates a system which understands 
individual interests best served in the mutual flourishing of the greater community: “if interdependence is 
growing, it is a reflection of state power and interests.”305  
 
This chiefly relational characteristic of sovereignty operates not only in the nation-state’s external interactions 
but also in its internal dynamic whereby its legal and political elements, authority and power, are recast 
holistically as sovereignty is “generated as a product of the political relationship between the people and the 
state.”306 This represents a shift in imagining sovereignty’s internal legitimacy as deriving from a kind of compact 
between the state and citizenry rather than invested (by divine providence?) in absolute monarchy.307 Within our 
post-modern context there is perhaps more resonance with the political plurality of the pre-modern age where 
“as a result of overlapping jurisdictions and a complex web of intermediary associations such as guilds and 
fraternities, political sovereignty tended to be dispersed and diffused.”308 Sovereignty is, then, far from being an 
absolute property of any political entity, rather always in a continual process of negotiation both within the state, 
insofar as it is constituted, but also from outside, insofar as it is recognised.  
 
To engage in this negotiation is the call of the body politic. Following the Second World War, in the first of a 
series of volumes seeking to put forward the positive rational and moral case for democracy to counter the claims 
of totalitarian political philosophies, French Roman Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain draws a helpful 
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distinction between the nature of a ‘community’ and a ‘society’.309 Maritain characterises a ‘community’ as “more 
nearly related to the biological” and a ‘society’ as “more a work of reason, and more nearly related to the 
intellectual and spiritual properties of man.”310 Maritain describes the ‘nation’ as a “community of patterns of 
feeling rooted in the physical soil of the origin of the group as well as in the moral soil of history,” who are defined 
more by self-reflection on the ‘accidents’ of their shared circumstance than by self-conscious determinism: 
 
A nation is a community of people who become aware of themselves as history has 
made them, who treasure their own past and who love themselves as they know or 
imagine themselves to be, with a kind of inevitable introversion.311  
 
The ‘State’ by contrast is identified with the work and output of reason, those institutions which together are 
“concerned with the maintenance of law, the promotion of the common welfare and public order, and the 
administration of public affairs.”312  These institutions which together make the State serve an instrumental 
purpose, and are not in themselves an end to be served: 
 
Putting man at the service of that instrument is political perversion. The human person 
as an individual is for the body politic and the body politic is for the human person as 
a person. But man is by no means for the State. The State is for man.313  
  
This brief exposition of some current trends in the study of nation-states within International Relations cannot 
possibly do justice to that discipline itself, but, for our purposes, it does highlight some important concepts and 
considerations which have a bearing on discussion of the ‘national church’ polity which dominates international 
Anglican ecclesiology. Recognisability, legitimacy, negotiated sovereignty and the distinction between a 
community and a society all contribute to ecclesial reflection and offer a qualifying critique of the prevailing 
understanding of the ‘national church’ in global Anglican polity. 
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Recognition, Hegel and Rowan Williams 
 
Within discussions of sovereignty and nation-state political systems, the concept of recognisability is perhaps 
most significant in referring to the acceptance that sovereignty – and, thereby, the existence and legitimacy of the 
nation-state itself – is not an inherent or given characteristic, but one which is bestowed through the diplomatic, 
economic and other relationships which encompass the international body politic. The concept has its roots in 
the philosophical struggle for self-consciousness and existential certainty expounded by Hegel in his 
Phenomenology of Spirit.314 For Hegel, the reflective self – or self-consciousness – comes to know itself as self only 
in confrontation with the self-consciousness of an other.315 The recognition of the other as not merely an object 
to be negated, or superseded, in the agent’s quest for self-surety, but itself also its own subject, thereby objectifying 
for itself that which objectifies it, is Hegel’s masterful insight by which the essence of self is found not through 
introspection but mutual recognition: 
 
A self-consciousness exists for a self-consciousness. Only so is it in fact self-
consciousness; for only in this way does the unity of itself in its otherness become 
explicit for it. The “I” which is the object of its Notion is in fact not “object” … A self-
consciousness, in being an object, is just as much “I” as “object”.316 
 
However, this confrontational realisation – the inherent tension in the subjective and objective relationship – 
inevitably involves conflict and the struggle for domination as the subject asserts its subjectivity and necessarily 
binds itself to the object resulting in a state of lordship and bondship, the Master/Slave Dialectic for which Hegel 
is perhaps best known:  
 
This [final] outcome would seem to be satisfying for the master or lord, who is able to 
satisfy his desires through another person who recognizes him as superior (190). But 
this satisfaction turns out to be illusory. The superior master turns out to need the 
humble slave for his own sense of self (191-193), while the slave, seemingly condemned 
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to life of meaningless labor (194), comes to recognize the true value of agency in work, 
through which human beings can transform the objects of the natural world into their 
own creations, the tangible and lasting expressions of their own agency (195).317 
 
Hegel’s ideas are dense and complex, and for our purposes there is no great need to go beyond this initial sketch 
of the dominant themes as they relate to the concept of ‘recognition’ in self-determination and existential 
discovery. But its application to ecclesiology provides for a new and revealing perspective on the nature of the 
national-church model within Anglican polity, the limits of autonomy and the Church’s own constitution and 
‘self-consciousness’. There is a resonance too in Hegel’s development of ‘recognition’ with the Trinitarian 
conception of God whereby, for Hegel, “…the relationships expressed by the economic Trinity are part of a process 
that God undergoes to properly be God.”318 While Hegel’s own formulation of Trinitarian doctrine might not 
conform to the Nicaean norms of orthodoxy, rejecting as “childlike and figurative” the conceptualisation of Father, 
Son and Spirit as ‘persons’,319 his emphasis on the act of differentiation within the Trinity as self-revelation 
provides a model for its ecclesiological application: 
 
Hegel’s emphasis on the Trinity’s third hypostasis is therefore strictly connected with 
the mutual recognition between the individuals who form a community. In this context, 
the novelty of the Christian church, considered as a prototypical community, is its 
willingness to perform a twofold withdrawal that mirrors the Trinitarian dynamic: first, 
each individual surrenders her subjectivity to establish the community’s 
intersubjectivity, and second, the community gives up its spirituality (the religious 
community’s traditional spiritual component) to engage the world. Therefore, Hegel’s 
account of the Trinity leads to the conclusion that God’s essence, as long as it is 
Trinitarian, is intrinsically relational.320  
 
The surrender of subjectivity is central to the identity of individual Christians, who understand themselves not 
only as objects of God’s love, design and purpose but also, together, as interrelated members of Christ’s body 
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(Romans 12:5). Christian identity is found not just in the interrelationship and exchanges within the Christian 
community but in the negation of self-subjectivity, to be instead incorporated within the other in whom “all things 
hold together” (Colossians 1:17). The application of this Hegelian dynamic to ethical discernment within the 
Christian community, and by extension to ecclesiology itself, has been a feature of former Archbishop of 
Canterbury Rowan Williams’ legacy.321 In an essay, while Bishop of Monmouth, on developing a New Testament 
ethic wherein ultimate existential identity is found “in the world of exchange – language and interaction,” in 
response to a theological as well as philosophical trend to isolate out some kind of internalised “authentic self,”322 
Williams comments on the polarisation of attitudes toward ‘political correctness’ (which might be “curable,” he 
suggests “by the digestion of more Hegel”) in a way which illuminates his later development of Hegelian 
recognition to the polar extremes of disputes over Anglican polity and ethics: 
 
… on the one hand, the separatist moment is absolutised in an insistence that self-
definition, definition ‘from within’, is the most fundamental moral need in a situation 
of manifest and continuing inequity; on the other hand, objectors fail to see the 
significance of the recognition entailed here that language and negotiation are about 
power, and that the bestowal of power on the powerless requires the most unsparing 
interrogation of the processes by which groups, persons and interests are in fact, 
historically and socially, defined.323 
 
The complex dynamic of power, identity and socio-historical, as well as self-, definition is central to Hegel’s 
portrayal of the self-conscious self’s quest for existential certainty and free agency. Williams recognises this, but 
adds an additional a priori affirmation which reconceives Hegel’s zero-sum struggle for domination and 
submission as a more genuinely Christian discovery of identity given and secured in Christ from which freedom 
and distinctiveness is not threatened by the other but found in the common recognition of their equally secure 
standing before God.324 Contra to Hegel’s struggle, the ‘given-ness’ of the life-affirming relationship between God 
and the individual “creates conditions for a noncompetitive community because one’s belonging or being is not 
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the result of any special action or ultimately threatened by the action of others.” 325  This ‘noncompetitive 
community’ is governed by the twin principles of Pauline ‘edification’ and the manifestation of the “selfless 
holiness of God in Christ” witnessed in the Gospel narrative account of Jesus.326 The ecclesiological implications 
of this Christian reformulation of the Hegelian encounter reach beyond shared ethical discernment to the task of 
evaluating polity itself and the shaping out, and negotiation of, a common Christian community: 
 
If there is no anxiety of rivalry in our ethical reflection, no anxiety about the possible 
ultimate extinction of our interest in the presence of God, it follows that every perceived 
conflict of human interest represents a challenge to work, to negotiate.327 
 
The process of ‘recognition’ remains central and maintains its characteristic Hegelian double-effect: being the 
“turning point”328 where consciousness becomes self-consciousness, and Christians come to know the assurance 
of their own self loved, unconditionally, by God through the manifestation and edification of that love in and for 
the Christian community. Recognition, then, binds the ecclesial community together in the mutual 
acknowledgement of shared discipleship and a common journey through sin, repentance and grace filled 
transformation while also establishing “markers of Christian identity” which regulate and guide the actions and 
relations of that community.329  
 
The language of recognition features prominently in Williams’ discourse around Anglican polity, attempting to 
mediate the ethical and doctrinal controversies which seem perpetually to precipitate schism. In his address to 
the Third Global South to South Encounter in 2005 he acknowledges that recognition is as much about the 
discovery of self as the objectification of the ‘other’ – and this must be particularly remembered in situations of 
conflict and the exercise of ecclesial discipline: 
 
Our unity involves that also; that recognition is not the stranger on the other side of 
the universe – the sinner is me and my neighbour. And one of the hardest tasks we have 
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when discipline is exercised, when discriminations are drawn, is how we remain in 
loving and prayerful fellowship with those who are our fellow sinners, not wholly 
strangers to us.330 
 
The theme of recognition is continued elsewhere with some limited application to interfaith relations and 
dialogue,331 but also particularly with reference to the primatial ministry as it might be imagined within both 
Anglican polity and ecumenically. Williams casts it as “a sign of the continuing reality of active tradition” whereby 
the Primates collectively mediate the tradition between themselves as personal agents of their churches, 
embodying a process of mutual recognition as a marker of catholic authenticity amidst innovation and local 
development: 
 
And a primatial initiative in challenging or seeking to limit local development on these 
grounds becomes intelligible as part of the service of the ‘mother church’ to the local – 
not ignoring or making light of local pressures and needs, but reminding the local 
assembly and its chief pastor that it must not lose its recognisability or receivability to 
other communities – across the globe and throughout history.332  
 
The influence of this recognition discourse is evident in the 2004 report of the Lambeth Commission on 
Communion, established by Archbishop Rowan Williams at the request of the Primates, the Windsor Report. 
Many of the same themes of legitimacy and a tempered autonomy, bound by principles of interdependence, 
dominate the report. Mutual recognition of orders, and the recognition of Scripture as the cornerstone of 
authority within Anglicanism, are taken to be signs and markers of the outworking of communion, as in the 
former case, and, in the latter, of the norms by which we determine what might be recognisably faithful to the 
Anglican inheritance.333  
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The importance of recognition in the governing of mutual relationships and the developing definition of 
‘communion’ for Anglicans is further articulated in a critical paragraph of that report: 
 
Communion is, in fact, all about mutual relationships. It is expressed by community, 
equality, common life, sharing, interdependence, and mutual affection and respect. It 
subsists in visible unity, common confession of the apostolic faith, common belief in 
scripture and the creeds, common baptism and shared eucharist, and a mutually 
recognised common ministry. Communion means that each church recognises that the 
other belongs to the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church of Jesus Christ, and 
shares in the mission of the whole people of God … In communion, each church 
acknowledges and respects the interdependence and autonomy of the other, putting 
the needs of the global fellowship before its own.334 
 
However Williams’ promotion of recognisability for determining the boundaries of Anglican polity is perhaps 
most developed in his 2007 Advent Letter to the Primates, in part providing further reflection and elucidation on 
the Joint Standing Committee’s reception of New Orleans Statement offered by the House of Bishops of The 
Episcopal Church (itself a response to the Windsor Report and the Communique of the Primates at their meeting 
in Dar es Salaam in February 2007). Here Williams casts the work of recognition as central to maintaining and 
promoting any constitutive unity within the Communion, acknowledging that as a “voluntary association” there 
exist no instruments of central coercive jurisdiction nor an enforceable canon law.335 In more closely defining this 
work of recognition, Williams explains: 
 
… local churches acknowledge the same ‘constitutive elements’ in one another. This 
means in turn that each local church receives from others and recognises in others the 
same good news and the same structure of ministry, and seeks to engage in mutual 
service for the sake of our common mission.336 
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This recognition involves a threefold acknowledgement in the other of fidelity to the authority of Scripture, 
authenticity in the ministry of Word and Sacrament, and the priority of evangelism in the Church’s mission. The 
tensions facing the Communion, according to Williams, are less about the presenting issue of human sexuality 
and more “a crisis about whether we can fully, honestly and gratefully recognise these gifts in each other.”337 
Accordingly, this work of recognition is not reducible to a simple polarity over the ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ of a particular 
sexual ethic or biblical hermeneutic, which writes off a local church’s ministry as “completely defective” and seems 
to justify “smaller and smaller groups taking to themselves the authority to decide on the adequacy of a 
neighbour’s ministerial life or spiritual authenticity.”338 However this leaves open and unanswered how the 
voluntary association which is the Communion might organise and legitimise the shared discernment necessary 
to test the recognisability of national churches “behaving anomalously” and determine the appropriate 
implications for ecclesial communion and Anglican identity. 
 
Nuancing National Polities: Opportunities for Further Ecclesiological Reflection 
 
As has been explored, the strict demarcation of the ‘nation-state’ in International Relations is having to nuance 
itself in an increasingly globalised world. One such marker of nuance, recognition, has been explored with regard 
to both its Hegelian origins as well as its ecclesial translation as articulated by former Archbishop of Canterbury, 
Rowan Williams. The other markers, flagged previously as the distinction between ‘community’ and ‘society’ in 
understanding nationhood, and the impact of ‘legitimacy’ on bringing about a ‘negotiated’ sovereignty, also have 
some ecclesial application in assessing the place of the ‘national church’ ecclesiology which dominates 
international Anglican polity.  
 
There is, for example, a significant pedigree of ecclesial reflection in imagining the church as ‘society’, with much 
the same meaning as Maritain (from his own Roman Catholic perspective) uses in relation to the nation-state. 
This ‘society’ is not the mere sum of the many and varied incidental, and accidental, associations of human 
existence, but rather the purposeful union of those who have been ‘called out’ and gathered to be, and to become, 
a particular kind of social organism.339 Such a purposeful constitution of the church is, foremost, the good purpose 
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of divine initiative and it is God’s purposes which are worked through the society with the promise and assurance 
of its ultimate indefectibility. Nevertheless, it is the discernment of, and participation in, that purpose which 
exercises the faculty of reason in catholic continuity which is both spatial and temporal (encompassing the extent 
of communion, its intensity, and also its faithfulness) whereby the spiritual society might more perfectly come to 
know, resemble and proclaim the revelation of God in Scripture. 
 
The interplay of this dynamic highlights the ‘negotiated sovereignty’ which is as much a reality to be faced in the 
church as in the relations among nation-states. At its essence it acknowledges that autonomy is not absolute. The 
catch-cry of ‘interdependence’ within Anglican relations has come to represent the same reality. Self-giving to the 
‘other’ necessitates some concessionary compromise which will require not all elements of sovereignty to be 
apparent at all times. This is perhaps an inevitable truth of any life, whether corporate or individual, that is 
conceived and lived in relationship. As Hegel would have it, to know one’s self one must negate that self to be 
found in the other. This process of recognition causes a crisis of legitimacy which has both internal and external 
dimensions: what are the internal organs and processes which guarantee legitimacy, and how does the 
requirement that they be recognised from ‘beyond’ serve to legitimate, or undermine, their sovereignty? For the 
churches of the Anglican Communion the questions might be, how might the discernment of the local church 
gain legitimacy, both for itself and as part of their catholic witness? How are norms of Scripture and orthodoxy 
settled? What of synods, bishops and ‘Instruments of Communion’?  
 
It is not immediately apparent how these nuances which have allowed the nation-state to retain its relevance in 
international relations might equally serve the polity of international Anglicanism, with its traditional emphasis 
on the self-sufficiency and autonomy of the national-church with its peculiarly ‘national’ characteristics. However, 
it is evident at least that the ‘national church’ does not exist entirely of its own generation, but precisely through 
the recognition and legitimacy which comes through being in ‘communion’.  
 
A ‘contained catholicity’ can no longer serve Anglicans if they continue to have any pretensions to be more than 
the church of one particular nation or national character. The tide of Anglican ecclesial expression has seemed, 
at least throughout the twentieth century, to have moved toward its internationalisation, manifest through the 
increased profile of international organs such as the ‘Instruments’ and the secretariat, the Anglican Communion 
Office, which serves them. Yet, the residual assumptions which lie behind the ‘national church’ polity are unable 
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to respond to the challenges of global communion. This might be specifically illustrated with reference to the 
element of recognition, as already discussed, and which former Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams, did 
so much to urge the Communion to consider. Two questions, then, present themselves.  
 
Firstly, by whom ought recognition be mediated, in order to legitimate the claim to authentic Anglican identity, 
doctrine, or praxis? The Archbishop of Canterbury? Some kind of global tribunal? A consensus among the 
‘Instruments’, or piecemeal among the churches themselves? Secondly, what constitute the necessary elements 
for recognition as authentically ‘Anglican’?  
 
A ‘national church’ polity is unable to answer these questions. However, a provincial polity, lying latent in 
Anglican ecclesiology with its assumption of relational ecclesial identity, may prove well placed to resolve this 
tension between the local and the global. 
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Chapter 5: Independence or Interdependence  
– a Close Reading of Communion Constitutions 
 
The historical exploration of the development of metropolitical authority throughout the Anglican Communion 
of the first three chapters of this dissertation has demonstrated that provincial polity has a distinct and distinctive 
pedigree in the Anglican tradition, albeit coming repeatedly into conflict with the pervasive acceptance of the 
‘national church’ as an ecclesial priority. It remains to be tested to what extent this latent provincial polity might 
persist within Anglican ecclesiology, that it might offer some answers to the questions posed by the problem of 
recognition. A close analysis of current provincial constitutions provides ones means of determining the potential 
of provincial polity as it is already expressed and enculturated in the member-churches of the Communion. In 
particular, these constitutions articulate understandings of belonging and relationality within the Communion 
and also the particular ministry of the Archbishop of Canterbury. This chapter is particularly informed by archival 
research conducted at the Anglican Communion Office in 2016, through an extensive project which involved 
sourcing, updating and cataloguing the collection of provincial constitutions. Through this study, it may be 
determined to what extent a truly provincial polity is already ‘hard-wired’ into some of the defining texts of 
Anglican ecclesial identity, and how the unhelpful isolationism of the prevailing ‘national church’ polity might be 
challenged and a vision for a more coherent Communion articulated. 
 
The Archives of the Anglican Communion Office 
 
The Anglican Communion Office, situated in west London, houses the offices of the Secretary-General of the 
Anglican Communion and his secretariat, tasked with “facilitating and encouraging conversations, cooperation, 
and engagement among the Churches of the Anglican Communion, ecumenically and with other Christian 
communities, with inter faith partners, and with leaders in secular society.”340 Formally, the Secretary-General is 
appointed by and relates to the Standing-Committee of the Anglican Communion in their capacity as Trustee-
Members of the Anglican Consultative Council as incorporated in UK law under the Companies Act 2006 and 
governed by Articles of Association commonly called its Constitution. 341  The Standing Committee, whose 
members are appointed from both the Anglican Consultative Council and the Primates, is responsible for 
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furthering the objects of the Anglican Consultative Council, “to promote the unity and purposes of the Churches 
of the Anglican Communion in mission, evangelism, ecumenical relations, communication, administration and 
finance,” but this work is effectively managed and executed through the secretariat operating as the Anglican 
Communion Office. 342  Given this wide remit, the Office has collected an extensive archive relating to the 
development of the Communion, particularly in the second half of the twentieth century, with a focus on the 
work of the Anglican Consultative Council, Lambeth Conferences and Primates’ Meetings as well as other intra-
Anglican, ecumenical and inter-faith commissions. This archive has only been partially catalogued and is not 
readily accessible for public consultation. However, there has been a recent move to properly catalogue and make 
available the archives for the benefit of research into the development and formation of recent Anglican identity 
and polity, as well as informing contemporary reflection on the Communion’s vision and direction.343 Added 
momentum was given by a resolution of the Standing Committee in April 2016 to adopt objectives for the 
management of the archives.344 During the summer of 2016 I spent two days per week volunteering at the Anglican 
Communion Office, assisting them in this wider undertaking but particularly completing a project focused on 
collecting current and historical constitutions from each of the thirty-nine member-churches of the Communion 
and the six extra-provincial churches.345  
 
This project involved a survey of all extant constitutions of the member-churches to determine how the church 
defined itself in relation to the ‘Anglican Communion’ as well as the Archbishop of Canterbury, and whether the 
Archbishop of Canterbury retained any residual metropolitical authority over churches which were otherwise 
autonomous. The survey also studied the varying understandings of metropolitical authority ascribed to 
archbishops, or other bodies, in the constitutions and the definition of visitorial and appellate authority. Where 
a member-church comprises more than one ecclesial province (which is only the case in the Church of England, 
the Church in Ireland, the Anglican Church of Canada, the Anglican Church of Australia, The Episcopal Church, 
the Church of Nigeria and – at least at the time of writing346 – the Province of the Episcopal Church of Sudan and 
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South Sudan) 347  attention has been given to determining how metropolitical authority was understood 
constitutionally within both ‘internal’ provinces and across the ‘national-church’. Other documents within the 
Anglican Communion Office archives have also proved particularly useful in charting the constitutional 
development of metropolitical authority in the second half of the twentieth century, particularly those relating to 
the inaugural Anglican Consultative Council meeting of 1971 in Limuru, Kenya and also the 1979 meeting of the 
Council in Ontario where metropolitical authority was specifically addressed and a survey was sent in preparation 




Some member-churches of the Anglican Communion do not have written constitutions, most notably the Church 
of England which has been excluded from this survey as the development of its own metropolitical authority has 
been explored a little already here, and more extensively elsewhere.348  A small number of other churches’ 
constitutions were not available.349 The most significant observations are drawn from twelve member-churches 
in Africa, eight in the Asian region and five in Central and South America. The majority of these constitutions 
date from the period between 1969 and 1973, during Michael Ramsey’s term as Archbishop of Canterbury, 
although many of the African churches’ constitutions have antecedents in the larger provinces formed in the mid 
to late 1950s under the direction of Geoffrey Fisher. The inclusion, in varied forms, of some kind of declaration or 
affirmation “On Human Rights and the Value and Dignity of All People” (as it is worded in the constitution of the 
Anglican Church in Burundi) is a particular feature common to all African member-churches (with the exception 
of Nigeria and Jerusalem & the Middle East) and points to some common source behind them or at least 
substantial consultation between them. Indeed, this consultative process is reflected in the archives of the 
Anglican Communion Office, which facilitated this process, and explains many of the common features evident 
in the constitutions’ understanding of metropolitical authority. Nevertheless, there are also some interesting and 
notable outliers which bring into focus the ‘metropolitical muddle’ in which the Communion has found itself. 
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Most constitutions of the member-churches contain some reference to their place within the Anglican 
Communion. Constitutions which make no mention of the Anglican Communion include the Church of Pakistan, 
the Nippon Sei Ko Kai and the Church in Wales. The Anglican Church of Australia commits itself to remaining 
“in communion with the Church of England in England and with churches in communion therewith” while the 
Church of Ireland similarly looks first to maintaining communion with “the sister Church of England” and 
thereafter “all other Christian Churches agreeing in the principles of this Declaration … [the parameters of which 
give wide scope for intercommunion].” 350  Among the other member-churches, references to the Anglican 
Communion tend to be statements of fact rather than reflective of the relationship between a ‘national church’ 
and a wider whole, common expressions include the participle construction “being in full communion with the 
Anglican Communion” or the declarative “… is a constitutive member of the Anglican Communion.” These 
declaratory statements of fact are problematic, as they do not address the basis of their communion with other 
Anglican churches or the means by which that communion might be negotiated or altered. 
 
The Archbishop of Canterbury in Provincial Constitutions 
 
References to the Archbishop of Canterbury are fewer, although those constitutions that do make some explicit 
mention of either a personal ministry of the Archbishop of Canterbury or attribute some significance to the see 
reflect the process of transfer of metropolitical authority from Canterbury to an independent provincial polity. In 
many cases this involved the act of a formal relinquishment of metropolitical authority which coincided with the 
assumption of such authority in various forms through the ratification of constitutional provisions. For example, 
the reorganisation of the Archbishopric of Jerusalem in the 1970s saw the relinquishment of metropolitical 
authority from the Archbishop of Canterbury to a ‘Central Synod’ following a recommendation by the Anglican 
Consultative Council (although the Council used the language of ‘delegation’ rather than ‘relinquishment’).351 The 
1970 Constitution of the Province of Tanzania contains a Deed of Relinquishment transferring metropolitical 
authority from the Archbishop of its parent province, Leonard Beecher of East Africa (who himself had received 
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authority through a Deed of Relinquishment of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Geoffrey Fisher, in 1960) to the 
inaugural metropolitan of the new province of Tanzania.352  
 
In some instances the role of the Archbishop of Canterbury is deliberately and explicitly rejected. The Church of 
Nigeria has an article headed the ‘See of Canterbury’ which, curiously, makes no mention of Canterbury but rather 
affirms the Church of Nigeria’s place within the Communion and reiterates that its own tribunals have final 
authority in all matters of faith, doctrine and discipline. It might fairly be assumed, then, that the article is more 
concerned with explicitly repudiating the role of Canterbury than affirming it.353 
 
Significantly, as it reflects a greater consciousness of the lines of metropolitical authority as well as the history of 
its development, the Church of the Province of Myanmar (Burma) contains no reference to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury but instead, and in similar declarative style to those constitutions that do, asserts itself to be 
 
… in full communion with the See of Calcutta and with all dioceses, provinces and 
regional Churches which are in full communion with the See of Calcutta [and] holds 
and maintains the Faith, Doctrine, Sacraments and Discipline of the Church of Christ 
as the Lord hath commanded in His Holy Word, and as the same are received and 
taught by the Church of India, Pakistan, Burma and Ceylon in the Book of Common 
Prayer and the Ordinal of the year 1960.354 
 
However, where the Archbishop of Canterbury is referenced in other provincial constitutions, it is generally as an 
affirmation of some kind of Anglican identity, as well as participation in a worldwide fellowship, shaped by the 
acknowledgement of a particular historical inheritance.355  
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The strongest attachment to the See of Canterbury is contained within the constitutions of the Province of Central 
Africa and the Province of the Episcopal Church of South Sudan and Sudan, where actual appellate jurisdiction is 
attributed to the personal ministry of the Archbishop of Canterbury. Central Africa, which has the earlier of the 
two constitutions, holds metropolitical ministry to be core to the polity of the international Communion among 
whom it “accepts the Archbishop of Canterbury as holding the first place.”356 The church explicitly disclaims “any 
right to depart from the standards of Faith and Order or the Principles of Worship set forth in the said formularies 
of the Church of England” and further provides that disputes within the church over “its adherence to the 
standards of Faith and Order or the Principles of Worship herein set forth” may be referred to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury and Anglican Consultative Council.357 The process for this is further articulated in Article 5 of the 
Constitution:  
 
The Episcopal Synod has always final authority in matters concerning the preservation 
of the truth of the Church's doctrine, the purity of its life, and the worthiness of its 
worship. Provided that in a question of Faith or Order if there is not unanimity, any 
Bishop may require that it be submitted, to the Archbishop of Canterbury and two other 
Bishops (one of whom shall be nominated by the Bishop making the submission and 
the other by a majority vote of the Episcopal Synod), [effectively giving the Archbishop 
of Canterbury a casting vote], who shall determine the matter in accordance with the 
formularies and doctrinal teaching of the Church of England, and their decision shall 
be final.358 
 
The Province of the Episcopal Church of South Sudan and Sudan contains a similar allowance for reference to be 
made at the request of the General Synod to the Archbishop of Canterbury whose determination shall be “final 
and binding.”359  
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Furthermore, within the Church of the Province of Central Africa, any alteration to the Fundamental Declarations 
that preface the Constitution may only be made after endorsement by the Archbishop of Canterbury that such 
changes do not affect “the terms of Communion between the Church of this Province, the Church of England and 
the rest of the Anglican Communion.” Willingly or not, the Archbishop of Canterbury has thrust upon him not 
only the guardianship of the inheritance of faith, order and worship within the Church of the Province of Central 
Africa, but is also the ultimate mediator of its membership within the Communion.  
 
The Constitution of the Church of the Province of Uganda contains such an endorsement by Archbishop Michael 
Ramsey, dated 1972, although the current amended constitution of 1994 no longer requires such an endorsement, 
and provides for an entirely internal procedure for the interpretation of the constitution, including the application 
of faith, order and worship within the province (although advice may be sought from the Anglican Consultative 
Council).360 The Anglican Church of Papua New Guinea contains a similar provision in its constitution that all 
proposed changes must be submitted to the Anglican Consultative Council for “confirmation that the proposed 
changes will not put the Province outside the Anglican Communion.”361  
 
This similarity between the constitutions of Uganda, Sudan and Central Africa does not come from any common 
predecessor in their formation. The Church of the Province of Uganda has its origins in the Diocese of Eastern 
Equatorial Africa established in 1884 from which the Anglican churches in Rwanda, Burundi, the Congo, Kenya 
and Tanzania are also descended. The Church of the Province of Central Africa, formed in 1955, has its origin in 
the missionary dioceses established in the second half of the nineteenth century out of the existing Province of 
South Africa in what is now Zimbabwe, Zambia and Malawi and organised according to the boundaries of the 
Central African Federation, even after its breakup in 1963. The Province of South Sudan and Sudan had its initial 
origins in the 1920 Diocese of Egypt and the Sudan under the Jerusalem Archbishopric, which divided to form the 
Diocese of the Sudan in 1945 and an independent province in 1974, changing its name in 2013 to reflect the creation 
of the new sovereign state of South Sudan.362 Instead, the reason for this similarity across these diverse churches 
is rooted in a common process of transition from dependence to independence among those dioceses which had 
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come to look toward the Archbishop of Canterbury for metropolitical oversight having been established through 
various missionary efforts and agencies.  
 
One of the first of these independent provinces to be established was that of West Africa in 1950, following a 
conference in 1944 of the bishops of Accra, Lagos, Niger, Sierra Leone and Gambia & Rio Pongas to discuss 
provincial organisation. From this meeting a draft constitution was prepared which went through two further 
revisions until it was proposed with an explanatory memorandum by the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1951. This 
early constitution contains two articles relating to interim provisions for transition to independence upon which 
the relevant provisions in the constitutions of Central Africa and Sudan have been modelled. Critically, the 
proposed constitution for West Africa envisages these to be only interim provisions, until such time as full 
provincial government through a provincial synod can be established: 
 
Article XIV – Interim Provision Faith & Order: 
(b) Until the Constitution and Canons referred to in Article XIII have come into effect, 
if the Episcopal Synod find itself in doubt or dispute concerning a matter of Faith or 
Order, it may and if two members of the Synod so require it shall refer the question to 
the Archbishop of Canterbury who shall determine the matter in accordance with the 
formularies and doctrinal teaching of the Church of England and his decision shall be 
final.363  
 
This reserved and residual authority of the Archbishop of Canterbury within the province is also evident in 
provisions for the election of diocesan bishops, where the Archbishop of Canterbury must confirm each 
nomination and may send recommendations back for further consideration (Article VIII), as well as power to 
directly appoint the Archbishop of West Africa when the Episcopal Synod fails to give a two-thirds majority to 
any one candidate as required in the constitution (Article VI). These are strictly considered, however, to be interim 
measures and as a gesture to show, as Geoffrey Fisher explains in his memorandum, “the continuing concern and 
interest of the Archbishop of Canterbury in dioceses which have grown up under his care and jurisdiction, and as 
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providing some support and guidance to the Province as it feels its way forward and grows to maturity.”364 This 
reserved jurisdiction of the Archbishop of Canterbury was also a feature of the constitution of the Province of East 
Africa, which further stipulated that determinations be made “in conjunction with the Archbishop of York and 
the Bishops of London, Durham, and Winchester.”365 This was discussed at the 1963 and 1964 meetings of the 
Lambeth Consultative Body which determined that “this provision was rightly felt to be inacceptable, if only 
because of colonial overtones,” and that the offending clause be replaced with “after consultation with the 
Consultative Body of the Lambeth Conference.”366 Despite this widening of consultative scope, the Archbishop of 
Canterbury retained for the time being determinative jurisdiction under the provisions of the constitutions 
concerned.367  
 
The Legacy of ‘Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence’  
 
The process of this drive toward the establishment of independent and autonomous churches along a largely 
‘national church’ model was centrally organised through the predecessor to the Anglican Communion Office, the 
office of the Anglican Executive Officer of the Consultative Body of the Lambeth Conference (established through 
Resolutions 60 & 61 of the 1958 Lambeth Conference), and was given particular momentum following the 1963 
Anglican Congress in Toronto which produced the key manifesto for provincial independence along ‘national 
church’ lines, Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence.368  
 
The principal author of Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence, inaugural Anglican Executive Officer Bishop 
Stephen Bayne, describes the winds of change blowing through the Communion in the post-war climate as “eager 
to move toward a fuller and more vigorous expression of Anglican interdependence.”369 The document is largely 
a call to mission, partnership and – crucially – increased fundraising, set in a rallying tone of hopefulness for the 
future: 
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In our time the Anglican Communion has come of age. Our professed nature as a world-
wide fellowship of national and regional Churches has suddenly become a reality ... The 
full communion in Christ which has been our traditional tie has suddenly taken on a 
totally new dimension ... The keynotes of our time are equality, interdependence, 
mutual responsibility.370  
 
The outcome and embodiment of these keynote chords was the implementation of a centralised system for 
coordinating funding and grant-making throughout the Communion, whereby directories of projects were 
compiled following submissions from local churches gathered together into regions. The scope of projects was 
extensive and take-up was not always as hoped. In his introduction to the 1967 Directories, the then Executive 
Officer, Bishop Ralph Dean, explains that, of the 1148 projects listed in the previous year’s Directories, the funding 
for only 111 had been met in full with 390 partially funded and 758 “unadopted.”371 Despite the language of 
‘interdependence’ a clear dynamic of dependence is set up between what are officially designated as “requesting 
provinces” and “responding provinces.” 
 
In preparation for the first meeting of the Anglican Consultative Council, a Preparatory Committee on M.R.I. was 
established to reassess the effectiveness of the project and particularly to consult with member-churches. A 
questionnaire was sent to all member-churches and responses gathered and summarised.372 The questions asked 
are relatively open and reveal the anxieties felt: “Is there a greater sense of ‘family’ and interdependence? Has your 
feeling of dependence given way to interdependence? Has your sense of parental oversight given way to 
interdependence?” 373  The replies from member-churches indicate a substantial feeling that attitudes of 
paternalism and dependence still persisted, and a cynicism that the scheme “is too complicated. It is no longer 
Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence, but something called ‘Em-arr-igh’.” 374  There is still a note of 
optimism, however, in the Memorandum in summary of the responses prepared by Bishop Howe for the 
Consultative Council: 
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Old attitudes die hard and countries which for many years have regarded themselves 
as the parent churches to infant ‘missions’ do not easily or quickly adapt themselves to 
the idea of equal partnership in a Communion of autonomous Provinces. However the 
general opinion seems to be that a greater family sense has been generated and a more 
realistic recognition of the nature of the Anglican Communion is developing … If a 
generalisation can be made it is that the older, larger and more established Provinces 
have been slower to adjust themselves to the changing character of the Anglican 
Communion but that otherwise there has been a real growth in the sense of fellowship 
and mutuality.375  
 
Toward the Common Codification of Metropolitical Authority and Provincial Polity 
 
One outcome of this fellowship and mutuality is that broad similarities may be discerned in how metropolitical 
authority is understood internally within member churches of the Anglican Communion, articulated through 
their constitutions. The ecclesiastical lawyer and academic, Norman Doe, has done much to draw together themes 
and legal principles common to the churches of the Communion.376 This project has been given wider prominence 
since the establishment of the Anglican Communion Legal Advisors’ Network mandated by the March 2001 
meeting of Primates to “give follow up to Professor Norman Doe's paper, looking at the parameters of an 
identifiable Anglican common law and how an understanding of such common law can enhance our global 
Communion.” 377  With regard to metropolitical authority and provincial polity, Doe provides a helpfully 
descriptive summary of constitutional provisions for the appointment and election of archbishops, as well as their 
common functions: 
 
The functions of the archbishop, who typically has ‘authority, leadership and visitatorial 
power over the whole province’, commonly include: convening and chairing the 
provincial assembly, its executive council or committee and the house of bishops; the 
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administration and entertainment (with others) of appeals from the decisions of 
diocesan tribunals; representing the province in its dealings with other churches; and 
other duties assigned from time to time by the provincial assembly.378 
 
The pursuit of common principles, however, necessarily results in a somewhat flat descriptive whitewash of the 
variations within and between constitutions. This was recognised at the time of the first Anglican Consultative 
Council in 1971 which, at best, could only offer a ‘lowest common denominator’ definition of provincial polity as 
“a group of dioceses which for some purposes act in association under a common constitution.”379 The Council 
eschewed any kind of theological reflection and determination of the nature of provincial polity within Anglican 
ecclesiology, “both for the reason that the word ‘province’ had so wide a range of meanings, and also because a 
province is not a theoretical notion but a grouping of certain people in one particular part of the world,” instead 
settling for mere description “of the factors to be considered when planning a new province, or diocese, or the 
division of an old one.”380  
 
Nevertheless, this work of the Anglican Consultative Council at least represents some attempt to give some 
prominence to the place of provincial polity within the Communion. It also marks a shift away from the early 
twentieth-century trend of casting international Anglican polity purely in terms of national churches. However, 
provincial polity is still not understood theologically or ecclesiologically but at best as a fairly neutral 
happenstance of circumstance bringing dioceses together in a common purpose and, presumably, identity. This 
thinking was to develop by the time the Anglican Consultative Council met for a fourth time in Ontario, Canada 
in 1979.  
 
In preparation for the 1979 Anglican Consultative Council meeting, a request was made through the office of the 
Anglican Executive Officer (then John Howe) to the Primates of the Anglican Communion for their feedback on 
the formulation of a common definition of metropolitical authority which might serve the Communion as new 
provinces were created and constitutions drawn up.381 This marks a significant and conscious effort to not only 
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reflect ecclesiologically on the nature of metropolitical authority and provincial polity within Anglicanism, but 
also to come to some common mind as to its articulation and future implementation. This request was prompted 
by the third meeting of the Anglican Consultative Council in 1976 following the recommendation of its 
Constitutions Committee which had produced a draft definition of metropolitical authority. The Council 
recommended: 
 
… that the officers of the ACC appoint a small committee to consider and revise a draft 
definition of Metropolitical authority, outlined by the Constitutions Committee, and to 
report if possible to the Standing Committee meeting in 1977.382  
 
Such a committee, however, was felt by the Standing Committee to be “inadequate as well as expensive” and the 
alternative procedure was proposed whereby “the draft definition on Metropolitical authority produced by the 
Constitutions Committee in Trinidad in 1976 be sent to all Primates, Presiding Bishops, and Metropolitans for 
their own views, and also that they seek the views of their legal or some such appropriate body, and that these 
replies be collated in the ACC office.”383 The draft definition circulated for comment read as follows: 
 
Metropolitical Authority 
Metropolitical Authority is one of the basic concepts of Anglican Church structure. This 
is usually exercised within the Provincial structure of the Anglican Communion but is 
also exercised in extra-provincial dioceses which are related to a particular Archbishop, 
or through relationship of Dioceses to a Council to which Metropolitical authority has 
been delegated e.g. CASA. This concept affirms the conviction that no Diocese should 
exist in isolation but should receive pastoral support and should develop within the 
general Anglican ethos which it should continually help to form. 
 
This concept relates to the general welfare of the whole Church in which metropolitical 
authority is exercised, but is expressed primarily through the canonical responsibilities 
relating to Bishops. The authority is usually exercised by an Archbishop who is 
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recognised as Metropolitan. In the view of the Constitutions Committee the exercise of 
this authority should include the following: 
 
1) The provision of pastoral oversight over the area concerned, assuring both that its 
constitution and canonical development is in accordance with general Anglican 
tradition and practice, and that the provisions of its Constitution and canons are 
adhered to. 
2) The giving of authority for the division of dioceses and the creation of new dioceses. 
3) The giving of authority for the election, and/or translation, of Bishops within the 
diocese or dioceses concerned, and the confirming of the same. 
4) The provision of adequate episcopal oversight in the case of vacancies. 
5) Consecrating or issuing the mandate for the consecration of bishops in the diocese or 
dioceses concerned. 
6) Provision for the necessary approval of all changes in the Constitution and canons of 
the diocese or dioceses in so far as they pertain to faith and order and the relations with 
other parts of the Anglican Communion. 
7) Fullest consultation about the calling of meetings of Synods and Standing Committees. 
8) Receiving appeals allowed by the appropriate Constitution and Canons.384 
 
Responses which survive in the Anglican Communion Office archives represent a broad geographical cross-
section of the Communion and a reasonable return rate from member churches. 385  Responses from South 
America, Tanzania and Jerusalem indicated broad agreement with the draft statement, while others were both 
more critical and more substantial. A particular point of contention which comes out of various responses is that 
metropolitical authority within those provinces is exercised corporately and synodically rather than personally. 
This point is made in the response from New Zealand, which ascribes to the General Synod rather than the 
Metropolitan many of the functions outlined in the draft definition.386 This is reiterated in comments received by 
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the Provincial Secretary of the Church of Melanesia, Central Africa, Canada and The Episcopal Church.387 
Comments made on behalf of the Church of England look toward the possibility of establishing supranational 
regional councils with metropolitical authority, “to ensure that their constitutions and canonical developments 
are in accordance with general Anglican traditions and practice.”388 These regional councils would field appeals 
and disputes coming from provinces which otherwise would be dealt with by the Archbishop of Canterbury or 
the Anglican Consultative Council. It is proposed that reserved powers may be vested in the Anglican Consultative 
Council, although expressly not the Archbishop of Canterbury, “on matters of Faith and Order or the principles 
of Worship, insofar as these may affect the terms of communion between the provinces concerned and the rest 
of the Anglican Communion.”389  These comments reveal a consistent shift in understanding metropoltical 
authority as moving away from the personal ministry of archbishops toward its corporate and synodical 
expression. The remarks on behalf of the Church of England take this further to envisage within the international 
Communion a diminished role for the Archbishop of Canterbury and an enhanced role for global and regional 
synodical structures as a check on the ‘naked autonomy’ of the ‘national church’.390 
 
This chapter, through its close reading of provincial constitutions and by charting the movement from the 1970s 
onward to more accurately define the nature of metropolitical authority as new provinces were created, highlights 
the distinction within Anglicanism between an authentically provincial polity, predicated on relationship and 
mediated through the personal ministry of an archbishop yet balanced through synodical governance, conciliar 
and collegial ministry, and a ‘national church’ polity which preferences independence, self-sufficiency and self-
determinism as its raison d’être.  
 
The impetus for this drive toward independence rather than interdependence came largely from the anxiety for a 
transformation of relationships across the Communion between “requesting” and “responding” provinces toward 
genuine partnership in response to Mutual Responsibility and Interdependence. In the establishment of new 
provinces a particular concern was given to breaking any vestiges of colonial dependence and establishing them 
as strictly autonomous and independent. Attention is given, therefore, to establishing internal consistency with 
                                                             
387
 This correspondence may all be found in ACC/C/4/2(e)  
388
 Letter from Chantry House, Canterbury, Kent to Bishop J. Howe, Secretary General of the Anglican Consultative Council, 28 July 1977, 
ACC/C/4/2(e)  
389
 Chantry House to J. Howe, ACC/C/4/2(e)  
390
 Further exploration of the notion of ‘naked autonomy’, a mantra decried by Robert Runcie as the ‘shibboleth of autonomy’, in international 
Anglican provincial polity is provided in my Master of Theology dissertation which provided much foundational work for this current project. 
See Ross 2013 
 120 
regards to metropolitical authority in the constitutions of new provinces; however, this is not matched by a similar 
effort to imagine how the Communion might embody a provincial polity at a supra-provincial level.  
 
Therefore, while there is a relatively stable understanding of metropolitical authority within provinces (albeit with 
some significant problems, such as an unclear and ill-defined articulation of the nature of a metropolitan’s 
visitorial ministry and authority) there is little accounting for how metropolitans might relate inter-provincially, 
what role the Archbishop of Canterbury ought to have in this relating, and an absence of what might be termed a 
metropolitical ecclesiology for the Communion as a whole. Instead, Anglican polity has proved unable to lift itself 
above the bare affirmation of the autonomous ‘national church’ with the Primates singularly standing in as tokens 
of this reductionist ecclesiology rather than the personification of a provincial polity through which mutual 
recognition and relationality is negotiated. 
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– Part Three –  
The Age of the Primates 
 
If we go on in the fifth century, we shall find its conclusion distinguished by an 
endeavour in the Western Church, among the greater metropolitans, to become 
primates. There surely never was a more vague authority than that which this much 
coveted office bestowed; and the absolute titularity into which it sank before long, 
would almost seem absurd if we were not so used to it.391 
 
There has been a proliferation of Primates within the Anglican Communion since J.M. Neale, almost a decade 
before the first Lambeth Conference, noted the preference for primatial preferment among metropolitans 
prevalent in the Western Church since the fifth century. Neale’s assessment of the “vague authority” which 
accompanies the gift of primacy remains as true for the forty-one Primates of the contemporary Communion, as 
it did for the four Anglican Primates one hundred and fifty years ago.392 Indeed, the tenfold multiplication of 
Primates within Anglicanism has redefined the nature of primacy itself with a peculiarly Anglican distinctiveness 
and has necessitated a reappraisal of its proper place within the polity of the church, as well as prompting a 
rediscovery of metropolitical jurisdiction as an instrument serving the unity of the international Communion.  
 
Due at least in part to the rapidly evolving landscape of Anglican ecclesiology in response to contemporary 
controversies, the task of ecclesiological and theological reflection on the role of primacy within Anglicanism 
remains very much a current and pressing concern. The distinction between primatial and metropolitical 
jurisdiction has largely been lost in contemporary Anglicanism as a by-product of the dominance of the ‘national 
church’ ideal in our international polity.  
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The concern throughout the 1970s to establish independent national-churches, each one self-governing and 
autonomous, made sense in the context of deconstructing colonial attitudes and frameworks which perpetuated 
unequal, dependent and unjust relationships but left neglected and unanswered the ecclesiological questions of 
how these reformed relationships ought to be negotiated, encouraged and protected. The developing status of the 
Primates within the Communion has matched this development, as the concept of primacy has become blurred 
with metropolitical authority and the office of Primate has come to stand in as a personification of the absolute 
autonomy and sovereignty of the ‘national church’. The rise of the Primates is not an antidote to the autonomy of 
the ‘national church’, as might be supposed given the respective priorities played out through the controversy 
concerning human sexuality. Instead, these two phenomena within Anglican polity are deeply related and exist 
within the same ecclesial paradigm, threatening to eclipse a more primitive understanding of metropolitical 
authority and provincial polity.  
 
The nature of metropolitical authority within Anglicanism is, then, inextricably tied up with the highly fluid and 
rapidly developing understanding of the primatial office. Through some reflection on this dynamic, the following 
two chapters will seek not only to untangle and bring into sharper focus the distinctiveness of these two ecclesial 
concepts, in order to enable greater critical insight into their purpose and operation, but also to establish in what 
direction the currents of Anglican polity are moving to determine the potential for an authentically Anglican 
awakening of provincial polity and metropolitical authority in the Age of the Primates.  
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Chapter 6: Primus Inter Pares  
– All Bishops are Equal, but Some are More Equal than Others 
 
With characteristic Anglican polarity, discussions of the historic development of primacy from the perspectives 
of both ecclesiastical history and ecclesiological reflection have tended to one of two extremes. For, as on the one 
side, there persists a penchant for rather excessive and exorbitant detail in the matter of particulars, such that any 
obvious application is crowded out by the foibles and factoids of the enthusiast for ecclesiastical antiquities, so, 
on the other side, brevity breeds paucity.  
 
The former approach was, perhaps, particularly popular in the heady days of the ‘Catholic Revival’ in England as 
nineteenth-century scholars searched the sources of Early Church history seeking to securely graft themselves in 
as a faithful branch “of that true and divine church.” 393  Liturgiologist and hymnist, J.M. Neale, provides a 
characteristically typical example, although uncommonly refreshing in its whimsical tone: 
 
It is difficult to say whether Rome gave or received most in the fifth and sixth centuries 
by the institution of primacies and the donation of the pallium. Now of course every 
metropolitan calls himself a primate of something or other. If York cannot be Primate 
of All England, he will at all events be Primate of England; as so Dublin of Ireland. In 
France they managed in a different way. Thus the Archbishop of Rouen is Primate of 
Normandy; the Archbishop of Auch, of Novempopulania; the Archbishop of Lyons calls 
himself Primate of all Gaul; while he of Vienne, to be a step above the others, calls 
himself Primate of the Primates of Gaul. But these titles are infinitely less unmeaning 
than those of the East. Thus the Bishop of Caesarea calls himself Most Excellent of the 
Most Excellent; while the metropolitan of Heraclea contents himself with that of the 
First of the Most Excellent. The name of Primate is not in use, but every little prelate is 
Exarch of something or other. The Archbishop of Mesembria, having nothing better by 
way of a title, is Exarch of the Black Sea; and the petty bishoprics of Lemnos and Embros 
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strive together for the title of Exarch of the Aegean Sea; of the sea itself, that is, for the 
exarchy of the islands in it is already occupied.394 
 
Despite Neale’s droll scepticism, there is still an effort to engage with the nature of the office and the implications 
of its jurisdiction in his own context. At the other extreme, and perhaps a symptom of more contemporary 
sensitivities, is the tendency to downplay and dismiss the ecclesiological significance and even theological depth 
to which the ministry of primacy may attest and instead write it off as no more than benign organisational jargon 
for a senior functionary or, worse, tainted by the trappings of hierarchical grandiosity. The outworking of this is 
to relegate primacy to little more than a generic synonym for episcopal leadership with special responsibilities.  
 
A study document prepared for the 2001 Primates’ Meeting setting itself out as a “reflection piece on the ministry 
of Primates in the Anglican Communion” focuses, in its historical introduction, almost entirely on early 
discernible patterns of episcopal ministry in the New Testament leading to a brief acknowledgement of the 
organisation of the Early Church into provinces with metropolitans by the Council of Nicea in 325.395 Discussion 
of primacy as it relates to the ‘Anglican experience’ is limited to a descriptive account of the status quo: 
 
With the growth of the Communion and the establishment of new Provinces, 
‘metropolitans’ have come into being as Primates or Presiding Bishops. Not all of these 
primacies are attached to fixed sees (e.g. Wales and Scotland) and it is not everywhere 
that the Primate has a see as his own (cf. United States and Canada).396  
 
It is perhaps somewhat unfair to criticise this paper too harshly for its brevity, it being prepared only as a 
discussion paper for the 2001 Primates’ meeting intended no doubt to prompt further reflection by the Primates 
themselves. However, it does tend to conflate the concepts of metropolitical authority and primacy both in their 
historic development and in their present Anglican incarnation. For example, the paper explains that the “title of 
‘primate’ (prima sedes) was used originally of the metropolitans of a province.”397 Not only is this statement 
factually incorrect, but it also confuses a number of different – albeit related – juridical questions.  
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Prima Sedes: Papal or Primatial? 
 
The term prima sedes (‘first see’) is one which is overwhelmingly employed in the promotion of papal supremacy 
and, to this end, is found within the Roman Catholic Code of Canon Law. Canon 1404, heading the section of 
canons setting out the competent authorities for trials, contains the maxim prima sedes a nemine iudicatur – “The 
First See is judged by no one.”398 Even where prima sedes does not necessarily imply acceptance of papal primacy 
it is almost invariably used as a synonym for Rome, whether alongside the second and third sees of Alexandria 
and Antioch 399  or in defining the properly conciliar dynamic of the sees which constitute the Orthodox 
Pentarchy.400 Where the term was employed in the Western Church, such as in rivalry between the primacies 
between Canterbury and York, it seems to have been an interpolation from the forged Pseudo-Isidorian texts.401 
Apart from this rather spurious precedent, along with some other isolated examples, the term is almost never 
used to refer to primacy as it developed in the Western Church.402 The Agreed Statement of the tenth plenary 
session of the Joint International Commission for the Theological Dialogue between the Roman Catholic and the 
Orthodox Church, known as the ‘Ravenna Document’, articulates the commonalities between those two 
Communions in the development of ministerial seniority according to the language of protos, which operates in 
a conciliar context and across different jurisdictional boundaries: 
 
In the history of the East and of the West, at least until the ninth century, a series of 
prerogatives was recognised, always in the context of conciliarity, according to the 
conditions of the times, for the protos or kephale at each of the established ecclesiastical 
levels: locally, for the bishop as protos of his diocese with regard to his presbyters and 
people; regionally, for the protos of each metropolis with regard to the bishops of his 
province, and for the protos of each of the five patriarchates, with regard to the 
metropolitans of each circumscription; and universally, for the bishop of Rome as 
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protos among the patriarchs. This distinction of levels does not diminish the 
sacramental equality of every bishop or the catholicity of each local Church.403 
 
The most recent meeting of the Commission has produced a further text exploring the relationship between 
primacy and conciliarity which is principally concerned with the kind of primacy claimed by Rome for that see, 
the primacy of the prima sedes.404 Apart from this sense, primacy as understood and employed within Anglicanism 
ought also to be distinguished from metropolitical jurisdiction and, unlike metropolitical authority and even 
patriarchal polity, it is a peculiarity of the Western Church only.405 The medieval development of primacy exhibits 
a multifarious exercise of authority which, in some places, meant real powers of jurisdiction and, in others, only 
privileges of precedence and honour. If we are to believe J.M. Neale’s somewhat sceptical assessment as to its 
value, it was used chiefly as an instrument of papal control serving “as one of the many steppingstones by which 
Rome attained to her present exaltation” presumably through the exchange of pre-eminence in dignity for fealty 
and loyalty.406  
 
Primacy of Honour 
 
The language of primacy from which we inherit contemporary ecclesiological assumptions and structures has its 
origins in the early codification during the fourth century of metropolitical and patriarchal prerogatives and 
precedence. The third canon of the first Council of Constantinople in 381 introduces the phrase πρεσβεῖα τῆς τιμῆς, 
commonly translated as ‘primacy of honour’, to describe the growing status of Constantinople in relation to 
Rome.407 The subsequent interpretation and application of this “terse sentence, tantalizing both in what it implies 
and in what it leaves unexplained,” has been a key sticking point in Roman Catholic and Orthodox relations.408 
However it has also infiltrated into Anglican ecclesial terminology, particularly in describing the ministry of the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, and in no small way continues to perpetuate the somewhat exalted but persistent myth 
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of a Canterburian patriarchate.409 This usage can be traced to the 1968 Lambeth Conference which, somewhat 
ironically, attempted to define the more limited parameters of the Archbishop of Canterbury’s jurisdiction and 
thus lower the expectations of those that might look to him to be both Patriarch and Prophet:  
 
Within the college of bishops it is evident that there must be a president. In the 
Anglican Communion this position is at present held by the occupant of the historic 
See of Canterbury, who enjoys a primacy of honour, not of jurisdiction. This primacy is 
found to involve, in a particular way, that care of all the churches which is shared by all 
the bishops.410 
 
Of course, whether a ‘primacy of honour’ stands as antithetical to one of jurisdiction is precisely the million-dollar 
ecumenical question which has caused such controversy between the East and West since the fourth century and 
its application within Anglicanism is no more settled. The Jesuit theologian and Patristics scholar, Brian Daley, 
has presented a careful and compelling study of the language of the canons of Constantinople and contemporary 
understandings of the nature of authority and power to argue that a ‘primacy of honour’ implies much more than 
a hollow dignity, and his concluding reflection – insofar as it might also speak to Anglicanism – is worth 
reproducing at length: 
 
Our difficulty, as modern Westerners, in grasping the full implications of the phrase 
‘primacy of honour’ is mainly due, no doubt, to the fact that we live in societies in which 
honour and patronage are carefully distinguished – at least in theory – from the judicial 
and executive power that are defined by constitutions and realised in the impersonal 
functioning of bureaucracies … [However] these early councils, bishops and emperors 
were struggling to define a structure of Church authority that would not simply rest on 
the personal charisms of individuals, or exhaust itself in ceremony alone … they were 
attempting, in a rather daring way, to assure and confirm for both of them a position 
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of eminent and coordinated power within the rapidly evolving institutional structures 
of the Christian Church. Whatever use the Churches make of this hoary phrase today, 
in their delicate ecumenical discussions and in their own internal theological and 
structural renewal, they must also take into account the very concrete ecclesiological 
implications of its original meaning. If either ‘primacy’ or ‘honour’ are to be genuine, 
they must still imply the ability to make a practical difference.411  
 
This pivotal question of whether primacy involves more than merely elevated dignity and honour also underlies 
the development in the West during the eleventh and twelfth centuries of the distinct office of ‘Primate’. 
 
Primacy, the Pseudo-Isidorian Forgeries and the Rivalry between Canterbury and York 
 
Recent work has been done to identify significant diversity in this development, which emerged out of both local 
claims to authority and power as well as from papal preferment which legitimised the “confirmation of new and 
contested prerogatives, which were perceived none the less as immemorial.”412 Not only did papal approval help 
secure the claims of these new ‘Primates’, but so too did their deference to Rome further strengthen the place of 
the papacy within the polity of the West. A significant instrument in the validation of this mutually beneficial 
arrangement was the appropriation of supposed ancient precedent, particularly the Pseudo-Isidorian ‘False 
Decretals’, by which were employed: 
 
… strategies which mobilised the distant past as a source of legitimacy for a superior 
power… Certain forgeries of Pseudo-Isidore, ascribed to the earliest popes, conceived 
of the existence of primates (‘primates’, ‘primae sedis episcopli’) equated with 
patriarchs and holders of a hierarchical grade interposed between the metropolitans 
and the supreme pontiff.413 
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That these authorities have long since been discredited has not dampened the enthusiasm, at least within 
Anglicanism, to not only set up primacy as a keystone of ecclesial polity but also to presume that it possesses an 
unquestionable pedigree that stretches back to the definitive and almost mythical norms of the Early Church. 
From the study of the development of primacies in England, the Iberian Peninsula, Ireland and Gaul, Fabrice 
Delivré has charted a “typology of supra-metropolitan primacies” which all rely on the weight of cherished, and 
often embellished, tradition to establish a kind of ‘soft power’ whereby authority is both claimed and exercised in 
delicate negotiation with the cultural and historical associations which give them legitimacy. 414  
 
Some exploration of the development of primacy in England, including the typically Anglican ‘fudge’ in resolving 
the rivalry between the primacies of Canterbury and York that they be styled Primates of ‘All England’ and 
‘England’ respectively, is sufficient here to illustrate the exercise of this kind of negotiated ‘soft power’. Pope 
Gregory the Great’s original design for the Augustinian mission to Britain was that there would be two provinces 
in England with the primatial sees to eventually be centred on London and York. Augustine was to exercise 
metropolitical authority over both provinces from Canterbury until his death; after which Gregory intended to 
send the pallium to both York and London respectively, thus establishing their independence from each other.415 
Gregory and Augustine died in 604 and Paulinus was not consecrated Bishop of York until 625. Following the 
collapse of political support for Christianity after King Edwin’s death, Paulinus escaped southwards where he was 
made bishop of Rochester. The pallium which was sent to him, therefore, arrived too late and northern England 
came under the influence of Celtic Christianity centred at Lindisfarne.416 
 
The bishopric at York was re-established after some interval; however the pallium was not again bestowed until 
Egbert became bishop of that see in 734.417  Meanwhile, the southern province was experiencing a time of 
prosperous growth and Canterbury continued to maintain a primacy in practice, if not strictly legitimate, over 
both provinces.418 
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In this way were sown the seeds of a rivalry and struggle for primacy which was not finally settled until the 
fourteenth century. The question came to a head following the Norman Conquest when the newly appointed 
Archbishop of York, Thomas, approached his fellow Norman counterpart at Canterbury, Lanfranc, requesting 
consecration at his hands. Lanfranc agreed but stipulated that first Thomas must swear obedience to Canterbury, 
claiming this to be well established custom, but which Thomas disputed: 
 
This demand – unheard of, according to contemporaries – provoked a lively polemic 
before Pope Alexander II and in assemblies of English bishops and abbots. The result, 
favourable to Canterbury, coincided with the first instances of the use of the title of 
primate of Britain.419   
 
Lanfranc, taking advantage of the weakened northern province which Thomas had inherited, had strong political 
motivations for asserting his claim; establishing a unified national platform for civil and religious reform in the 
post-Conquest kingdom.420 It was not surprising then that William I backed Canterbury’s claim against York, and 
Thomas reluctantly (and even, it is suggested, tearfully) agreed to make a verbal, though not written, oath of 
obedience to Lanfranc with the only concession that it did not extend to his successors.421 
 
Attempts to have the matter settled by Rome were referred back to the English bishops to be settled internally, 
whereupon a council was called at Winchester in 1076 with Thomas relying entirely on Gregory’s initial mandate 
given to Augustine, and those supporting the Canterbury cause placing their trust in the Collectio Lanfranci, 
excerpts from the Pseudo-Isidorian ‘False Decretals’, to substantiate Lanfranc’s claim.422 William of Malmesbury 
records Lanfranc’s evidence to the council and gives an account of the judgement, which sides in eventual favour 
of a Canterbury supremacy: 
 
… Lanfranc put an end to the discussion, meeting him with this most wary answer: ‘The 
view on which you rely needs substantiation in asserting that to Augustine alone was 
granted the submission of all the bishops of Britain, and even of those who had been 
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consecrated by the Bishop of York. That would have been a very poor and trifling gift 
bestowed by the pope on his old friend, this new Englishman; especially when the 
Archbishop of York consecrated none who should be subject to Augustine in his 
lifetime, as there was no bishop there at all… Knowing this, the supreme pontiffs have 
confirmed to the successors of Augustine the submission of all the bishops of England… 
Now they hold that all the Churches of the English should borrow the discipline of life 
from that place from whose fire they caught the flame of faith… The result is, that as 
Canterbury is subject to Rome, because it received the faith thence, so York is subject 
to Canterbury which sent preachers thither.’423 
 
The decision at Winchester seemed to settle the question; although successive Archbishops at York continued to 
resist making an oath of obedience, some more successfully than others, with frequent papal appeals being made 
but with little definitive clarity emerging until the mid-fourteenth century.424 By this time the sticking points of 
the dispute centred not so much on archiepiscopal jurisdiction but rather on the honours associated with primacy: 
namely, the privilege of conducting coronations; negotiating places of honour in the presence of the monarch; 
and the seemingly trivial, yet vehemently contested, right of each Archbishop to process within each other’s 
province with their own metropolitical cross preceding.425 
 
These disputes were finally resolved in 1352 whereby the honour of the Archbishop of York was upheld in his being 
styled ‘Primate of England’, but nevertheless a deference made to Canterbury as ‘Primate of All England’. Each 
was allowed to bear their metropolitical cross in front in each other’s province; albeit when the narrowness of the 
path necessitated a clash or confrontation it would be the cross of York which would give way to Canterbury.426 
Where the wideness of the path allowed, however, each was to process equally abreast: the via media of 
Anglicanism exhibits itself long before either Cranmer’s ‘mean-between-extremes’ or Hooker’s ‘three-legged-
stool’.427 The resolution of the dispute might well be said to represent something of a characteristic Anglican 
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‘fudge’, as the very real problems of competing jurisdictions are reduced to a squabble over privileges and 
precedence, and its resolution is one that panders more to the latter set of concerns than the former.428  
 
Primates with Power and the Notitia Galliarum 
 
Outside England, there were more substantial features of primatial authority which did emerge, such as the 
hearing of appeals and the prerogative of visitation, and these moves reflect an attempt to invest the office of 
Primate with more than mere honorific authority. The most influential ‘proofs’ for the establishment of these 
norms, centred particularly on the primacy of Lyon, was the “catalogue of cities” which made up the Notitia 
Galliarum, an early fifth-century text setting out the administrative hierarchy of the Gallic provinces within the 
late Roman Empire and, employed during the Middle Ages to establish an ecclesiastical equivalency, was “held to 
be a list of bishoprics instituted by the first popes, in continuity with the pagan divisio provinciarum.”429 The 
influence of the Notitia in establishing primacies of jurisdiction as well as precedence was most notable in Lyon, 
Narbonne, Bourges and Vienne.430  
 
What emerged were two very different expressions and understandings of primatial authority within the wider 
polity of the Western Church, each bearing familiar marks of dignity and honour in their appearance but behind 
which lay different assumptions regarding the providence of their legitimacy as well as their relationship with the 
local contexts from which they had evolved: 
 
But superficial similarities – the use of the primatial title and the privilege of cross 
bearing – should not be allowed to conceal the great diversity of detail … The primates 
of England, Spain and Ireland, heirs to long traditions of pre-eminence, did not succeed 
in going beyond honorial precedence. The obedience of the metropolitans, really 
considered and partially applied, was not admitted in these regions. Debate 
concentrated more on the crowning of sovereigns and the presidency of clerical 
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assemblies … the Notitia galliarum offered, on the contrary, an opportunity to develop 
a genuine superior jurisdiction (‘ius primatus, ius primatie’) – summoning to council, 
right of visitation and reception of appeals – where the metropolitan became, in a 
certain sense, the primate’s suffragan.431  
 
The Problematic Appropriation of Primacy within Anglicanism  
 
Whether primacy involves any kind of tangible juridical authority or whether it simply denotes an honorific 
precedence to the bearer of the office remains the central question in contemporary Anglican discussion of this 
contested concept. Even the term’s etymology confuses the issues involved: while clearly related to the Latin 
primus, too much over-identification with ecclesiologically, and ecumenically, loaded phrases such as prima sedes 
and ‘primacy of honour’ introduce further complications in the discernment of its nature. A case for primacy as 
the ‘first see’ may well be made for the primacy of Canterbury, although casting Canterbury as the ‘sower’ from 
which the seeds of the Communion have been cast is not only historically anomalous but also incongruous with 
the developing appreciation, sensitive to post-colonial concerns, for how Anglicanism has been at least equally 
impacted by the local ground in which the seed has been planted. In any case, considered chronologically, the 
primatial see is not always the ‘first see’.432  
 
Furthermore, the Anglican appropriation of the term prima sedes is ecumenically problematic because of its far 
more widespread association with the see of Rome, which incidentally makes it much more agreeable to a grossly 
simplified ‘branch theory’ of Anglicanism coloured by a certain colonialist tint: first Rome, from which – through 
the missionary efforts of Augustine and the reassertion of Roman influence in the ‘barbarian’ territories – comes 
Canterbury, from which – through various missionary endeavours and the expansion of the British Empire – 
comes the Communion. Qualifying the primatial office, and particularly that of the Archbishop of Canterbury, as 
a ‘primacy of honour’ similarly imports a key disagreement between the Eastern and Western churches into 
questions of intra-Anglican polity and authority, as if they weren’t complex enough: today’s troubles are enough 
for today!  
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While metropolitical and primatial authority are ecclesiologically distinct, within Anglicanism they have fused to 
become largely synonymous through the influence of a ‘national church’ polity which has seen each province 
provided with a Primate. Furthermore, the Anglican axiom of ‘provincial autonomy’ has meant that the primatial 
office has come to personify the sovereignty of the national church, regardless of the dynamics of each province’s 
internal polity. While there remain multi-province national-churches where the office of Primate and 
Metropolitan are discrete and can be distinguished, for the majority of member-churches of the Communion the 
two terms are better understood to denote two aspects of traditional metropolitical authority and jurisdiction: 
metropolitan referring to the role of the pre-eminent bishop within the polity of that church, a role which is 
largely well defined by constitutional documents and canon law, whereas primacy representing its less well 
defined international, relational and inter-provincial dimension. The limits and character of this latter dimension 
are still being worked out, principally through the semi-regular ‘Primates’ Meeting’ which was instigated in 1979 
but traces its conception back to the reconstitution of the Lambeth Consultative Body at the 1958 Lambeth 
Conference.  
 
This role of the Primates’ Meetings in defining the relational and international nature of metropolitical authority 
within the Communion shall be further explored with some brief notes relating to the nature of the meetings 
themselves and their origins in the Lambeth Consultative Body. This is followed by an account of the first 
meetings of the late 1970s and early 1980s and their purposeful discernment of what the role of primacy might be 
in the increasingly globalised Communion. Attention will be given to how this developing understanding was 
brought sharply into focus and articulated during a period of tension at the turn of the twenty-first century 
between 2000 and 2004 and, finally, how this has been given renewed expression at the 2016 meeting of Primates 
in Canterbury. Examination of the place of primacy within the Communion is critical for adequately 
understanding and reimagining metropolitical authority within Anglicanism as it particularly embodies its 
relational and inter-provincial aspects and offers a way through the roadblock of provincial autonomy within a 
multi-provincial polity which purports to be a global ‘Communion’. 
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Chapter 7: ‘Leisurely thought, prayer and deep consultation’  
– The Primates’ Meetings 
 
I do not think there is a quick or easy answer to the question, 'Where is Authority to be 
found?' Nor do I think it is of the genius of Anglicanism to define too rigidly, though 
there is always on the part of some of us, a craving for rigid neatness. But I am coming 
to believe that the way forward in the coming years – and it may be a slow process – 
will be along two lines: first, to have meetings of the Primates of the Communion 
reasonably often, for leisurely thought, prayer and deep consultation … The second line, 
I think, on which we might make progress would be to see that the body of Primates, 
as they meet, should be in the very closest and most intimate contact with the ACC. 
- Archbishop Donald Coggan on ‘Authority in the 
Anglican Communion’.433 
 
Donald Coggan’s conception of regular Primates’ Meetings as a forum for ‘leisurely thought, prayer and deep 
consultation’ was nothing new, nor did it mark out a particularly radical path in the development of Anglican 
polity. Nevertheless, his threefold aspiration for the tone of those meetings has now become not only somewhat 
axiomatic but also representative of the contested nature of the Primates’ Meetings as they have been pressed into 
service by those who would imagine them as little more than convivial fellowship.434 Coggan’s remarks also 
suggest something of a tension with the Anglican Consultative Council in that he should make so explicit his 
desire that they work productively and equally with the Primates. This tension has characterised the somewhat 
uneasy relationship between the two up to the present day. 
 
The Primates’ Meetings and the Anglican Consultative Council: an Uneasy Relationship 
 
In 1986 a small working group convened by the Archbishop of Armagh, Robin Eames, was commissioned by the 
Standing Committee of the ACC to explore structures of intra-Anglican co-operation, with a particular focus on 
assessing the viability of drawing up and adopting a constitutional document for the Anglican Communion; a 
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process which, in the questions it asked around authority in the Communion, prefigures the attempts of the 
Lambeth Commission on Communion two decades later, of which Eames was also Chair, to propose an Anglican 
Communion Covenant.435 A paper presented to that group, written by the then Vice-Chair of the ACC Standing 
Committee Canon Colin Craston, notes the widely held perception that the Primates’ Meeting was intended, at 
least in part, as a check on the growing influence of the Anglican Consultative Council: 
 
Two further and similar matters demand scrutiny. They are the relationship of the ACC 
with the Primates' Meeting and with the Lambeth conference. John Howe admits that 
the purpose of the Primates' Meeting, recommended by Lambeth '78, was not wholly 
clear, but "basically it was advisory to the Archbishop of Canterbury". The perception 
remains, however, that it was a response by Lambeth to the threat of a too powerful ACC 
— a meeting of bishops every ten years did not sufficiently balance a synodical 
gathering every two or three. A gathering of all the Primates for mutual support and to 
advise the Archbishop of Canterbury - as recommended by the 1978 survey done for 
Archbishop Coggan - is one thing, a meeting of Primates to provide a sort of episcopal 
House for the Communion relating to and balancing the ACC is something different.436  
 
This tension between the Primates and the Anglican Consultative Council has its roots in the two antecedent 
bodies, the Advisory Council on Missionary Strategy and the Lambeth Consultative Body, which existed until 1968 
when they were abolished to make way for the current Anglican Consultative Council. 437 While the Advisory 
Council on Missionary Strategy allowed for some limited non-episcopal representation, foreshadowing the 
inclusion of laity, clergy and bishops at the Anglican Consultative Council, the Lambeth Consultative Body was 
in many ways a direct predecessor to the current Primates’ Meetings.  
 
Although established at the end of the nineteenth century as a kind of ‘standing committee’ for the continuation 
of business between Lambeth Conferences, the Lambeth Consultative Body was reconstituted in 1958 during that 
year’s Lambeth Conference. On the second day of that Conference, on the 4th July, a ‘Meeting of Primates’ was 
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held in the Small Dining Room of Lambeth Palace, with the Archbishop of Canterbury presiding. Among a number 
of other items of business, the constitution of both the Advisory Council and Consultative Body was discussed 
and it was noted that “both of which bodies as at present constituted could not work with efficiency."438 A month 
later a ‘Meeting of Metropolitans’ was held, the Archbishop of Canterbury again in the chair, at which it was 
proposed and decided (with the support of the Advisory Council) to replace Resolution 50 of the 1930 Lambeth 
Conference, which set forth the nature and functions of the Consultative Body, with a revised resolution.439  
 
The new resolution largely follows the wording of the original. However, the most significant change is that an 
additional mandate is given to the Consultative Body to “take such action in the discharge of the above duties, as 
may be appropriate, subject to the condition that with regard to churches, provinces and dioceses of the Anglican 
Communion its functions are advisory only and without executive or administrative power.”440 The age-old 
Anglican aversion to centralisation as opposed to autonomy is evident in the proviso, but there is still an effort to 
invest the Body with authority, or at least transfer a delegated authority, from the Lambeth Conference itself.  
 
The other significant change was that, whereas previously the Consultative Body comprised eighteen members 
chosen by the Archbishop of Canterbury, “with due regard to regional requirements, after consultation with the 
metropolitans and presiding bishops,” its membership was fixed to the “Primates or Presiding Bishops” 
themselves. It was further proposed that each member be given the right to nominate an alternate, “clerical or 
lay,” at meetings but this was changed in the eventual resolution to allow only bishops to be nominated as 
alternates.441 The Advisory Council on Missionary Strategy was also similarly restructured to include all those on 
the Lambeth Consultative Body as well as all other metropolitans, which at the time included the Archbishops of 
Algoma, Montreal, British Columbia, Brisbane, Perth and Melbourne as well as the eight Presidents of the PECUSA 
‘provinces’. Alternates needed not be bishops.442 
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The Legacy of the Lambeth Consultative Body Reconsidered  
 
A reflection paper on the nature of the Primates’ Meetings and their genesis in the Lambeth Consultative Body 
was prepared for the Secretary General of the Anglican Consultative Council, Sam Van Culin, by the Primus of the 
Scottish Episcopal Church, Alastair Haggart, and itself reflects what has become a prevailing sentiment that not 
only was the link between the Consultative Body and Primates’ Meetings fairly tenuous, but that their business 
was also incomparable, the former being restricted largely to a planning and continuation committee of the 
Lambeth Conference while the latter has much greater remit and scope: 
 
I suppose the origin of the Primates’ Meetings lies in the Lambeth Consultative Body, 
which was a vaguely defined body that met infrequently, the last occasion being in 
Jerusalem in 1966 when a meeting of about eighteen senior bishops from various parts 
of the Anglican world met to prepare for the 1968 Lambeth Conference. This body no 
longer existed at the lead up to the 1978 Lambeth Conference. Instead the question of 
whether there should be a Conference or not was discussed at the ACC Meeting in 
Trinidad in 1976, and the then Archbishop of Canterbury, on the advice of the Council, 
took the decision to have a Residential Conference in 1978, and it was at the 1978 
Lambeth Conference that what was then called the Primates’ Committee came into 
existence. The name, not through any deliberate decision, but by use and wont, has 
been changed to Primates’ Meetings. Perhaps "Meetings" reflects the more personal, 
less formal style than "Committee" would suggest.443  
 
However, while its momentum might have slowed toward the end of the 1960s, from its early inception the 
Lambeth Consultative Body met relatively frequently. In fact it met four times in six years – in 1963, 1964, 1966 
and 1968 – which is a frequency not matched by the Primates’ Meetings until their unprecedented regularity 
between 2000 and 2011. The business of the meetings of Primates and metropolitans through the Lambeth 
Consultative Body was also not merely confined to planning for Lambeth Conferences, or implementing previous 
Conference resolutions. The meeting of 1963, for example, spanned three days and covered topics as diverse as 
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the constitution of bishops and ecumenical engagement at the Lambeth Conferences, growing moves toward full 
communion with other Reformation churches in the “Wider Episcopal Fellowship”, Church Union in Nigeria, 
constitutional amendments in Central Africa, the establishment of regional councils, and the future of St 
Augustine’s College, Canterbury and the Jerusalem Archbishopric.444 The establishment in 1968 of the Anglican 
Consultative Council eclipsed this emphasis on structures of formal primatial and metropolitical fellowship until 
it was reintroduced a decade later in the now familiar Primates’ Meetings. Nevertheless, the Primates’ Meetings 
were nothing new and far from codifying and formalising irregular and ad hoc attempts to draw the Primates and 
Metropolitans together, this had been happening in a structured and systematic way for the past twenty years. In 
fact, as the Primus of Scotland’s comments reveal, there is a tension as to whether the Primates’ Meetings were 
an attempt to escalate or deescalate the formal authority which the meetings themselves might have, and this is 
evident through the contrast between Coggan’s call for “leisurely thought, prayer and deep consultation,” or at 
least that phrase’s common interpretation, and the mandate given to the Primates at the 1978 Lambeth 
Conference. 
 
The Early Primates’ Meetings 
 
The first of the Primates’ Meetings is commonly taken to have been held in Ely, England in 1979, following its 
formal recommendation at the 1978 Lambeth Conference.445 The resolutions of that Conference also demonstrate 
a significant weight of authority being shifted to the Primates for collegiate determination or at least consultation, 
particularly in matters of ecumenical or inter-Anglican significance. For example, Resolution 11 of that Conference 
offers a broad-brush recommendation to member churches not to: 
 
… take action regarding issues which are of concern to the whole Anglican Communion 
without consultation with a Lambeth Conference or with the episcopate through the 
Primates Committee, and requests the Primates to initiate a study of the nature of 
authority within the Anglican Communion.446 
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Following this, further resolutions recommend the Primates have a direct role in consultation with the Archbishop 
of Canterbury concerning the calling of the Lambeth Conference, with a particular emphasis on ensuring “the 
guardianship of the faith may be exercised as a collegial responsibility of the whole episcopate” (Res. 13), as well 
as promoting the fuller expression of communion among the “Wider Episcopal Fellowship” (Res. 14). Decisions 
within member churches regarding the consecration of women to the episcopate are to be referred to the Primates 
for consultation (Res. 22), and – in the only example of partnership with the Anglican Consultative Council – the 
Primates are also to advise in the establishment of an inter-Anglican doctrinal commission (Res. 25).  
 
Between this Lambeth Conference and the last meeting of the Lambeth Consultative Body, there had also been 
two other meetings of Primates: one in 1975 and another in 1978. The meeting in 1975 was initiated particularly 
with the encouragement of the Presiding Bishop of the Episcopal Church of the United States of America, John 
Allin, and intended to coincide with the meeting of the World Council of Churches in Nairobi in November.447 
Since the 1968 Lambeth Conference there had been a significant turnover in the composition of the Primates, 
with all except one being new, and much of the impetus for the meeting was the “widespread feeling that few of 
them have the chance to know one another as people and personal friends.”448 The nature of the gathering as an 
informal meeting is repeatedly stressed in both the preparatory materials and also the concluding statement: 
 
The gathering had no agenda. Its purpose was to enable leaders of the Churches to 
know one another better, to pray together, and to share thoughts, experiences and 
problems. They decided to meet sometimes together and sometimes individually as 
they wished.449 
 
Despite its informality and apparent lack of agenda, there were two items of business proposed by John Howe 
which particularly engaged the Primates: “1. The shape of the Anglican Communion with special reference to the 
co-ordination and communication within it, and, 2. Its structure, the Lambeth Conference and the Anglican 
Consultative Council.”450 Although no minutes of the meeting were kept, a valuable record survives in the report 
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of the Australian Primate, Frank Woods, to his compatriot bishops. Along with valuable insights on the personal 
contribution each of the Primates made to the discussion, in which he highlights particularly the input of Ted 
Scott of Canada and John Allin of The Episcopal Church, he summarises the consensus reached on the two topics 
of discussion proposed by John Howe: 
 
We ranged far and wide over these subjects and reached eventually a consensus of 
opinion: 
a) That we don’t want anything in the nature of a central bureaucracy, such as either the 
Vatican or as the World Baptist Alliance, but that we do want better co-ordination and 
communication and are beginning to get it through the Anglican Consultative Council. 
b) The very existence of the Anglican Consultative Council put a question mark against 
the value of Lambeth Conferences. Furthermore, the great increase in the participation 
by the laity in all aspects of church life since the last Lambeth Conference is bound to 
bring criticism of a Conference of Bishops only. If the said Bishops are to make decision 
for the Anglican Communion, then the priests and laity ought to be associated with 
them. If they are not to make such decisions, is the enormous cost in time and money 
of such a Conference justified? Eventually a consensus was reached that a Lambeth 
Conference should be held of not more than about 250 Bishops, that the preparation of 
documents beforehand which would be discussed in Provinces and would enable the 
Bishops to come to the Conference with the backing of their people behind them, and 
with proposals from those same people. It was agreed that the Conference should be 
held in 1978, that it should be wholly residential, and that the Anglican Consultative 
Council should hold its meeting either just before or just afterwards.451 
 
This meeting of Primates was followed by a further meeting in January 1978, over four days, of a small group 
personally selected by the Archbishop of Canterbury: Ted Scott of Canada, Allen Johnston of New Zealand, Festo 
Olang’ of Kenya and, on the nomination of and representing Arthur Kratz of Brazil who was unable to be present, 
Bill Flagg the former president of the Anglican Council of South America.452 The purpose of the meeting was 
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essentially to be a sounding-board for the Archbishop of Canterbury in his own preparations for the upcoming 
Lambeth Conference, and the minutes of the meeting record this somewhat hazy dual purpose “to take a steady 
look at the Lambeth Conference,” and “to consider the direction and development of the whole Anglican 
Communion.”453 At that meeting it was proposed that a “steering committee” of Primates meet throughout the 
Lambeth Conference to “provide a means of keeping the pulse of the conference with each Primate being asked 
to keep in touch with the Bishops from his Province and report on their concerns.”454 This committee did indeed 
meet during the 1978 Conference and provides another precursor to the 1979 meeting at Ely.455    
 
During what is taken to be the inaugural meeting of the Primates’ proper at Ely in 1979, the question of what the 
nature and character of the gatherings might be was again raised with some reflection on how a ministry of 
primacy might be expressed within Anglicanism. Although the meeting again reaffirmed its intention that it 
“could not be, and was not desired as, a higher synod” nevertheless it had evidently abandoned the pretence of 
informality, with an agenda of seventeen items ranging from the filioque to women priests.456 Nevertheless, the 
minutes do reflect an apparent range of opinion regarding the nature of authority itself and particularly how it 
might be expressed through primacy: 
 
There was an apparent diversity of ideas about authority, and a beginning of 
consideration of that subject was made later in the Meeting…  
 
It was agreed that generally Primates were expected to exercise some leadership, but 
that was not of an identical kind everywhere; the expectation tended to be for 
something more positive in the Third World, and more diplomatic in the West.  
 
The personal and charismatic roles characterising Anglican primacy were seen to be 
important, and intrinsic. On the one hand a primate had a personal relationship with 
his Church and people’s problems such as a synod could not have; on the other hand 
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the relationship between the heads of Churches and the Archbishop of Canterbury was 
what held the Anglican Communion together.457 
 
The Primates certainly don’t overreach themselves in accepting that they might be “expected to exercise some 
leadership,” but do at least acknowledge that this involves a mediating role both within their provinces as well as 
amongst themselves and with Canterbury as a personal expression of corporate communion. The minutes relating 
to discussion of authority, while not reflecting a consensus, do record a frustration at the lack of clarity concerning 
Anglican articulations of authority, a resistance to any kind of centralisation or “individual headship” with explicit 
allusions to the Vatican and Pope, as well as the presumption of a somewhat ‘top down’ process of discernment 
and reception which, in light of almost all historical and contemporary doctrinal and ecclesiological shifts and 
innovations, is defensible perhaps more as theory than in practice: 
 
The theory underlying present Anglican procedure was that on major matters the whole 
family, through its representatives – as for example through a Lambeth Conference or 
an Anglican Consultative Council meeting – conferred together; and then, in the light 
of that conferring, and of local history and culture, each Province through its Synod 
enacted what Canon Law was required.458 
 
This account of the beginnings of the Primates’ Meetings, and their antecedent in the Lambeth Consultative Body, 
demonstrates that meetings of Primates, or more widely of metropolitans, is nothing particularly new or 
innovative in the development of Anglican polity. Furthermore, the meetings of Primates through the Lambeth 
Consultative Body were both frequent and formalised, with a wide-ranging agenda, contrary to their 
characterisation as somewhat haphazard and limited in scope. After the 1968 Lambeth Conference, efforts of inter-
Anglican consultation and cooperation were channelled through the newly established Anglican Consultative 
Council which promised a new kind of conciliarity modelled on the synodical government which had become a 
common feature of the internal ordering of Anglican dioceses and provinces. However, the advent of the 
Consultative Council and its seeming supersession of the other forums for international Anglican engagement 
brought tension, not least with regard to the place of the episcopate and the metropolitans and Primates in 
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particular. Notes made by John Howe following the 1975 meeting of Primates at Nairobi reveal this tension, when 
he includes the telling comment “it is necessary to realise that the ACC is a reality – it exists” and that “the old 
form of the episcopal ‘special place’ has gone for ever.”459 The mood had changed by the end of the 1970s when – 
despite its doubtful future after 1968 – the Lambeth Conference met again.460 The begrudging acknowledgement 
of the place of the Consultative Council in the new order of Anglican polity marks an ecclesiological shift which, 
as contemporary tensions between the Primates and the Anglican Consultative Council and the enduring 
relevance of the Lambeth Conferences attest, has never been entirely resolved. Nevertheless, there is no doubt 
that throughout the deliberations of the Lambeth Consultative Body, in the first instance, and the formally 
constituted Primates’ Meetings which succeeded it, a resistance within international Anglican polity to 
centralisation or coercive jurisdiction is explicitly and consistently articulated. However, despite these 
protestations, there is an increasing sense, for example through the mandate given to the Primates at the 1978 
Lambeth Conference, that the primatial ministry within the Communion is to mean something tangible and 
authoritative and that their meetings ought to at least address, if not accomplish, more than the extension of 
personal and friendly relationships. 
 
Collective Primacy: Conciliarity and Collegiality 
 
The exercise of metropolitical authority, and the design of provincial polity within the Church, involves a twofold 
focus that is in both respects inherently relational: the place of the metropolitan within the province, governed 
generally but variously through written constitutions and codified in canon law, and the witness to ‘communion’ 
that the metropolitan makes in their supra-provincial relationships. This second aspect of metropolitical authority 
is even less defined than the first but the Anglican attempt to sketch its characteristics and boundaries may be 
discerned through the developing self-understanding of the Primates. At the heart of this development and 
discernment lies the vexed question of what is the nature of ‘authority’ within Anglicanism and where might it be 
found? This question is too broad for the purposes of this dissertation and has been explored valuably elsewhere.461 
Nevertheless, with regard to the particular nature of metropolitical authority as exercised by the Primates, the key 
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question is “whether moral authority is real authority?”462 Whereas the more closely defined powers and privileges 
which together constitute the nature of authority within provinces may be relatively easily identified, the 
authority claimed by inter-Anglican bodies such as the Primates or, as is equally controversial, the Lambeth 
Conferences, depends instead on their reception by the wider church, on the one hand, and, on the other, of the 
appropriate regard for an acknowledged, yet often neglected, authority which is implicit in the office of the 
episcopate.463  
 
This dual emphasis within metropolitical authority is matched more widely by a balance within an Anglican polity 
that is “constructed from a combination of primacy and conciliarity.”464 This construction is identifiable chiefly 
in the relationship between bishops and their synods, but also may be discerned through the tensions already 
discussed between the Primates and the Anglican Consultative Council. Philip Thomas argues that this 
partnership, and the creative tension it generates, results in a multi-faceted primacy that speaks authoritatively 
only through the symphony of its voices rather than in unanimity: 
 
Anglicans do not hear the last word from any one office or agency, but from the way in 
which revelation and history and prayer and leadership converge on particular issues 
in such a way as to gain the consent of their faith community. The function of primacy 
is exercised by all the sources of authority collectively.465 
 
This ‘collective primacy’ is one expression of the ‘dispersed’ authority so often attributed to Anglicanism: the 
“conviction that wholeness of vision is achieved through the convergence of many parts.”466 It also counters the 
intensive emphasis on the personal and charismatic authority of individual office-bearers which is a prerequisite 
for the healthy balancing of the auctoritas and the imperium. The evolution of this convergence throughout 
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Anglican history has tended against creating clear lines of authority or sketching any single recognisable corporate 
identity: 
 
Nearly 150 years of history makes it plain that the Anglican Communion is not to be 
understood in terms of strict hierarchy - Lambeth, shareholders; ACC, non-executive 
directors; Primates, Board of Governors; leaving the Archbishop of Canterbury 
hovering uncertainly between the role of Managing Director and a Colonel Sanders-like 
symbol of brand-loyalty.467  
 
However, the exercise of a collective primacy which does not execute authority itself but rather gathers together 
the corporate discernment of what might be deemed authoritative within the faith community sits uneasily 
alongside a recent and increasing trend that the ‘Primates’ Meeting’ is more and more coming to resemble a ‘Board 
of Governors’. 
 
‘The Anglican Communion: Identity and Authority’: The Rise of the Primates  
 
The development of this trend escalated in the decade following the 2000 Oporto Primates’ Meeting, and most 
recently may be seen in the January 2016 Canterbury meeting; however its early beginnings may be traced to the 
1988 Lambeth Conference and subsequent meeting of the Primates together with the ACC Standing Committee 
in 1989. In particular, it was articulated in a document presented jointly by the 1989 Cyprus Primates’ Meeting 
together with the Standing Committee of the Consultative Council, based upon the mandate of Resolutions 52 
and 18 of the 1988 Lambeth Conference.468 That document, ‘The Anglican Communion: Identity and Authority’, 
sets itself out as “a basis of consultation between the two bodies [the Primates’ Meeting and the ACC] from now 
on.” 469  Specifically, it speaks of the “developing role” of the Primates’ Meeting in terms of its exercise of 
collegiality, “to be to the Church at large a sign and symbol of collegiality in both mutual care, encouragement 
and support in the One Body of Christ …. in offering guidance on doctrinal, moral and pastoral matters.”470 The 
document essentially describes the relationship between the Primates and the Anglican Consultative Council as 
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that of ‘executive’, with the Primates exercising “leadership in the Communion’s response” to challenges, and 
‘secretariat’, leaving “much of the practical outworkings” to the “work-horse” of the Anglican Consultative 
Council.471  
 
A number of critical responses to the document were received, along with a substantial paper in response prepared 
by Mary Tanner of the Church of England’s Board for Mission and Unity. A comprehensive response was also 
made by the Anglican Church of Australia.472  The collected responses demonstrate a considerable level of 
discontent with the functioning of the Consultative Council, including the extraordinary claim that “it originated 
when there were thoughts of introducing a legislative function into the Anglican Communion … Since the 
structures of the Anglican Communion have remained purely consultative, it has never had a definable role, and 
should perhaps now be disbanded.”473 However, the response from the Anglican Church of Australia reflects what 
seems to be a widely held dissatisfaction with the nature of representation at the Consultative Council. It is 
described in one submission from the Diocese of Perth as “the unrepresenting Anglican Consultative Council” 
and separate submissions from the Archbishop of Adelaide and the Diocese of Melbourne note its “necessarily 
unrepresentative” character given the size of representation allowed to each province.474  
 
In defence of the continuing relevance of the Anglican Consultative Council in the life of the Communion, a 
significant critique of ‘Identity and Authority’ is offered by the then outgoing delegate from Australia, and later 
Archbishop of Adelaide, Ian George, in a letter to ACC Secretary General Sam Van Culin. George laments what he 
considers to be an ecclesiological shift toward the Primates and away from the Anglican Consultative Council, 
“which I believe is in the process of signing its own death warrant.”475 George takes issue with the Primates 
together being described as a “sign and symbol of collegiality,” which he considers an overstepping of their 
primary purpose offering “mutual care, encouragement and support.” Collegiality, he rightly points out, within 
ecclesiology “is only relevant to the exercise of authority.”476  
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The particular association of the Primates’ Meetings with the exercise of episcopal collegiality formed part of the 
preparatory work undertaken by the working group commissioned to lead the ‘Dogmatic and Pastoral Concerns’ 
Section at the 1988 Conference, chaired by future Australian Primate, and then Archbishop of Adelaide, Keith 
Rayner. This group’s initial report was produced in 1987 and identifies “three structures” into which 
understandings of Anglican authority might be categorised: “personal (the bishops), collegial (the corporate 
episcopate and the bishop together with the presbyters) and the communal (synodical).”477 What is evident in 
this schema is a clear division between the authority seemingly inherent in the episcopate, which comprise the 
first two ‘structures’, and that of laity which is confined only to the ‘communal’ and then only in tandem with 
bishops and clergy. So, a fairly facile comparison is made across the various ‘levels’ of ecclesial ordering that 
associate the diocesan bishop (at the ‘local’ level), the Primate (at the ‘provincial’ level) and the Archbishop of 
Canterbury (at the ‘international’ level) within the ‘personal’ sphere of authority; the bishop and clergy (local), 
House of Bishops (provincial) and Lambeth Conference and Primates’ Meetings (international) constituting 
collegiality; and, diocesan synods (local), national synods (provincial) and the Anglican Consultative Council 
(international) being examples of ‘communal’ authority.478 This ecclesiological framework goes on to inform the 
final report of the group which comes out of the 1988 Conference, and in particular its call for an “enhanced role 
of the Primates” as a strengthening of collegiality in the international Communion to promote “increased 
commitment to the interdependence of the Churches of the Communion” as they “take special care for the 
universal coherence of the Communion in major questions affecting its unity.”479 There is a clear shift here away 
from the ‘communal’ model expressed through the Consultative Council in favour of the ‘collegial’ authority 
treated as inherent in the episcopate. This finds further expression in the explanatory notes on Resolution 18 of 
the 1988 Conference: 
 
We see an enhanced role for the Primates as a key to a growth of interdependence 
within the Communion. We do not see any inter-Anglican jurisdiction as possible or 
desirable; an inter-Anglican synodical structure would be virtually unworkable and 
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highly expensive. A collegial role for the Primates by contrast could easily be developed, 
and their collective judgement and advice would carry considerable weight.480  
 
Ian George’s critique centres on this ecclesial shift from the ‘communal’ outworking of synodical governance 
within the international Communion, through the organ of the Anglican Consultative Council, to the exercise of 
a ‘collegial’ authority by the Primates based upon the ecclesiological assumption that the episcopate bears 
ultimate responsibility for the unity of the church and its decision making. Accordingly, the Primates come to 
resemble something like a “college of cardinals exercising a de facto authority with a capacity to impose decisions 
upon the rest of the Communion,” which is, ultimately, “at great risk of upsetting the balance of power within the 
Communion.”481 
 
The Limits of Primatial Responsibility: Intervention or Interference? 
 
Despite misgivings such as these, and the persistently professed aversion to centralisation as a shibboleth of 
orthodoxy in Anglican ecclesial discourse, this movement toward a greater authority and responsibility for the 
Primates acting collegially in international Anglican polity continued steadily until a significant development was 
made at the 1998 Lambeth Conference which mandated the Primates to expand their responsibilities to include 
“intervention in cases of exceptional emergency which are incapable of internal resolution within provinces, and 
giving of guidelines on the limits of Anglican diversity” (Resolution III.6b) and that “the exercise of these 
responsibilities should carry moral authority calling for ready acceptance throughout the Communion” 
(Resolution III.6c). This call was enthusiastically taken up in the decade following the 2000 Oporto meeting of 
the Primates, and found particular expression in the Primates’ close involvement with the Lambeth Commission 
on Communion which produced the Windsor Report in 2004 and the subsequent proposals for an Anglican 
Communion Covenant.482 Of the eighteen Primates’ Meetings which were called between 1979 and 2011, half 
occurred in the decade following 2000 with five meetings called in the first four years. 
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Just as Ian George predicted almost fifteen years earlier, another Australian bishop and theologian, Stephen 
Pickard, acting Chair of the IATDC in 2007, similarly bemoans the gradual and almost clandestine usurpation of 
authority by the Primates at the expense of the Anglican Consultative Council. The “creeping” use of provincial 
terminology, identified by the IASCUFO report Towards a Symphony of Instruments, has been evidently matched 
by a “creeping primacy” whereby the Primates “ought to be the final arbiters of the ills that afflict us” which, given 
the need for a “high degree of ecclesial intelligence and capability,” can only end in “cynicism and disappointment 
whilst concealing deeper problems regarding right disposition, character and motives with respect to ecclesial 
leadership.483  
 
This development in the formalisation of primatial roles and responsibilities within global Anglican polity has 
been largely in response to repeated calls from “that older, more fundamental, and more universal” body, the 
Lambeth Conference,484 together with the increasing conviction that the Primates bring with them not only a 
more representative concern for their provinces than perhaps might be the case for delegates, who may reflect 
particular interest groups or more narrow constituencies, but that the Primates also constitute a relatively agile 
and flexible instrument in tracking and responding to a quickly shifting ecclesial landscape. 
 
The 2000 Oporto Primates’ Meeting was significant for including on its agenda some discussion of the role of 
primacy within the Anglican experience, under the title ‘Anglican Wisdom: Primacy’.485 Experiences of primacy 
within provinces were shared, along with what a “Communion wide” ministry of primacy might involve. This 
latter discussion was informed by input from three of the Primates whose ‘provinces’ extended across national 
boundaries: Archbishop Sinclair of the Southern Cone, Archbishop Makhulu of Central Africa, and the Archbishop 
of Canterbury (whose formal archiepiscopal oversight, of course, is confined to only one nation within the United 
Kingdom, presumably he was reflecting either on his role as a ‘focus of unity’ for the Communion as a whole, or 
else on his oversight of the extra-provincial churches). Nevertheless, this emphasis in discussion on the 
“experience of Primacy in roles which cut across national boundaries,” does little to address inter-provincial 
relationships and wider concerns around the Primates’ roles outside of their provinces. This notwithstanding, the 
agenda time devoted to these reflections does represent the first attempt to take up the call from previous 
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Lambeth Conferences to exercise an “enhanced responsibility” for the life of the Communion.486 The Primates 
also resolved to meet together more frequently, in order to enable “the practice of a collegial ministry… in which 
the challenges and opportunities of different Provinces can be discussed honestly and constructively, so that we 
may seek wisdom together.”487 The Oporto meeting was also the first occasion on which the Primates issued a 
‘communique’, which marked a subtle but not insignificant shift away from the previous custom of putting out 
little more than a summary statement. A ‘communique’ hints at something more like an official proclamation 
from a clearly defined body, coming close to – though of course not quite – a magisterial declaration. Memos 
relating to the planning of the 2001 Primates’ Meeting articulate a deliberate distinction made by the planning 
committee in their organisation between the issuing of a ‘communique’ and a ‘pastoral letter’.488  
  
One other telling development to come out of the Oporto meeting was an agreed response by the Primates to 
questions concerning lay presidency. Lay presidency had been raised by the Primates of Australia and the 
Southern Cone as an issue which, although resting ultimately with provinces, concerned the wider Communion. 
Archbishop Sinclair advised that action had been halted in the Southern Cone because of wider implications for 
the Communion, but there was renewed pressure from the Diocese of Sydney which was in the process of soliciting 
provincial responses on their intention to formally sanction lay and diaconal presidency within the diocese.489 A 
common response was drawn up and approved by the Primates which itself betrays an insight into how they 
imagined a particular model of Anglican ecclesial polity which places Canterbury at the centre, through whom 
alone each province participates in ‘communion’ with each other, and who (presumably with the council of the 
Primates in the exercise of a collegial authority) is ultimate arbiter of Anglican authenticity: 
 
Given that the member churches of the Anglican Communion are all in communion 
with one another because of the common relationship of communion with the 
Archbishop and See of Canterbury, theoretical questions relating to the international 
impact on our Communion, if the Diocese of Sydney were eventually to choose to go 
ahead with lay presidency, should therefore be referred to him.490  
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The statement was originally agreed to by the Primates' Standing Committee and circulated by Primate of 
Australia, Archbishop Peter Carnley who, it seems likely, was its principal drafter. Carnley may have been 
particularly influenced by the Constitution of the Anglican Church of Australia which contains a similar implicit 
ecclesial model of Anglican ‘communion’ in its ‘Ruling Principles’, namely that “this Church will remain and be in 
communion with the Church of England in England and churches in communion therewith,” envisaging the 
Communion as a kind of bicycle wheel whereby the spokes are related only insofar as they meet in a central hub.491 
 
‘To Mend the Net’: the Primates Push for an ‘Enhanced Role’ 
 
Following their resolve to meet more frequently, the Primates met again in 2001 at the Kanuga Retreat Centre in 
North Carolina. A key document presented to this meeting was the recently published booklet To Mend the Net 
authored by Archbishops Gomez and Sinclair, Primates of the West Indies and the Southern Cone respectively. 
To Mend the Net sets out a detailed proposal for a resolution to tensions currently facing the Communion and in 
particular advocates the “patient and pastoral exercise” of an already existing “political authority [in 
contradistinction to new legislative structures] at the international level,” exercised chiefly through the agency of 
the Archbishop of Canterbury but with the counsel of the Primates in the discretionary choosing “to call together 
the Bishops of the Communion, to withhold this invitation in specific cases and in extreme circumstances to 
suspend communion with a given Province or diocese.”492 The working out of their exact proposal depended on 
a gradated series of escalating steps which would be initiated “when in the judgement of at least a significant 
minority of the Primates [any] contemplated changes exceed the limits of Anglican diversity.” The first response 
would be a call for restraint in not implementing any such “unauthorized innovation” within the particular 
member-church concerned, followed by the creation and promulgation of guidelines “which address the situation 
created and identify its remedy” and, if they are not assented to by the offending member-church, the Archbishop 
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of Canterbury would effectively break communion with the “non-co-operating Province(s) and diocese(s)” in 
offering them only “observer status” and limited participation in the institutional manifestations of international 
communion (such as the Primates’ Meetings, Lambeth Conferences and – although it is not mentioned by To 
Mend the Net, the Anglican Consultative Council).493 While such an “observer status” (which is not at all an 
ecclesiological term) does not in itself necessarily imply a formal break in communion, this is demonstrated by 
the “parallel” measure that in such circumstances the Archbishop of Canterbury should, following 
recommendation from the Primates, “authorize and support” alternative means of “evangelization, pastoral care 
and episcopal oversight” with the long-term view to permanently establishing an alternate jurisdiction, or 
province, which would replace the “intransigent body” as being “recognized as a representative part of the 
Anglican Communion.”494 There is much that calls for scrutiny and critique in these rather crude proposals, 
particularly in that such a break in communion could be initiated by only a minority of Primates, and that the 
Archbishop of Canterbury should exercise a ministry of jurisdiction in his personal capacity quite outside his own 
province of Canterbury and divorced from his legal and canonical relationship to the Church of England. 
Admittedly, such jurisdictions already exist in the curious examples of the ‘extra-provincials’ (which include a 
single parish, single dioceses and the Church of Ceylon which has two dioceses) but not only are these quite 
peculiar, born of historical circumstance, but exist also through mutual goodwill and agreement and not 
imposition.  
 
Further criticism of the model of authority articulated in To Mend the Net is offered by Martyn Percy who finds 
similarities with the agreed statement of the Second Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission, The 
Gift of Authority. Percy identifies and proposes three innovations in the ecclesiology of To Mend the Net, in 
common with Gift of Authority, which threaten to undermine the delicate nuance and balance by which Anglican 
understandings of authority might be characterised: 
 
First, both attempt to intensify episcopal power as an instrument of unity, and as a 
guarantor of authority and identity. Secondly, both attempt to re-define and clarify the 
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nature of episcopacy in order to achieve unity. Thirdly, both exhibit a marked lack of 
tolerance towards cultural and theological diversity…495   
 
To Mend the Net was not itself included on the agenda for formal discussion by the Primates at the 2001 Kanuga 
meeting; however it was referred by them to the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal Commission and is 
listed as a key resource to inform a session at the 2002 Primates’ Meeting specifically to address the role of the 
Primates and Primates’ Meetings. The 2002 Meeting in Canterbury, however, did not include this on the agenda 
but instead put emphasis on the theme of “Unity of the Communion” through the lens of developing a common 
approach to Anglican canon law, and heard a presentation by Norman Doe and John Rees reflecting on the 
recently held Legal Advisors’ Meeting and encouraged the establishment of a Legal Advisors’ Network.496 The 
meeting also commissioned papers by Archbishops Williams (Wales) and Peers (Canada) on “non-geographic 
networks within our geographically structured dioceses and the appropriateness of such ministry networks 
transcending diocesan boundaries.”497 
 
The Primates met again in May 2003 in Brazil, the first meeting with the new Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan 
Williams. Specific discussion of the role of the Primates, again, did not make the agenda as the presenting issue 
of human sexuality came to demand more particular and focused attention.498 The ‘extraordinary meeting’ of the 
Primates in October 2003, precipitated by the consecration of Gene Robinson as Bishop of New Hampshire in The 
Episcopal Church, further reflected this climate of ‘crisis’ out of which the Lambeth Commission on Communion 
was established to explore the underlying questions of Anglican polity that might otherwise be lost in the charged 
and emotive debates on identity and sexuality prompted by the consecration. To Mend the Net was again 
commended by the Primates to be studied by the newly established Commission and this Commission produced 
the influential Windsor Report in 2004 from which followed the establishment of a ‘Covenant Design Group’, 
chaired by one of To Mend the Net’s authors Archbishop Gomez, to implement its proposals in the form of an 
Anglican Communion Covenant. 499  The Primates endorsed the Windsor Report at their 2005 meeting in 
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Dromantine and, for the first time since 2000, issued a ‘communique’, which goes further than any previous 
statement in making the “request that the Episcopal Church (USA) and the Anglican Church of Canada voluntarily 
withdraw their members from the Anglican Consultative Council for the period leading up to the next Lambeth 
Conference.”500 If this were not evidence enough of the Primates ‘taking authority’ to themselves, the initial draft 
in 2007 of an Anglican Covenant produced by the Covenant Design Group gives a privileged role to the Primates 
as the body to which disputes are referred, the “common mind” of the church discerned, and “guidance and 
direction” offered and determined.501 This role appointed to the Primates was removed from subsequent drafts.  
 
Foundational to this movement is a rediscovery of the inherent authority of the episcopate and, specifically, the 
nature of metropolitical authority, as it is exercised in relationship between provinces, in an attempt to enunciate 
with more clarity this inter-provincial aspect of metropolitical jurisdiction just as the roles of metropolitan and 
Primate in relation to their provinces and national-churches are defined by their own constitutions and canons. 
Eric Kemp, in his response to ‘The Anglican Communion: Identity and Authority’, sets out this ecclesial deficiency: 
 
In some respects the heart of the problem is the failure to give as much weight to the 
Bishop in relation to the college of bishops of the universal Church as to his relationship 
to the college of bishops of his national Church and his relationship to the clergy and 
people of his diocese.502 
 
Since successive calls were made at the Lambeth Conferences of 1988 and 1998 for the Primates to take up an 
“enhanced role” for fostering the unity of the Communion and mediation of disputes, the Primates’ Meetings 
have, since Oporto, assumed a greater authority and profile which may well exceed Coggan’s original vision of a 
forum for “leisurely thought, prayer and deep consultation.” The Primates’ Meetings of 2000, 2001 and, to a lesser 
extent, 2002 all attempted to reflect introspectively on the nature of primatial authority and the particular role 
the Primates might have within the Anglican dynamic. While the Primates continued to resist any articulation of 
increasing centralisation of power, and continued to affirm the three-legged stool of dispersed authority, 
subsidiarity and provincial autonomy, they were nevertheless increasingly influenced by a movement to codify 
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the authority that the Primates might exercise in defining and maintaining the terms and nature of Anglican 
‘communion’. This was specifically articulated in documents such as To Mend the Net. However, after 2002 this 
attempt at purposeful reflection – which had never been particularly well developed – gave way to the implicit 
and reactive exercise of such an authority in response to the heightening tensions of the ‘crisis’ over human 
sexuality. Crucially, there was no communication of any theological or ecclesiological reflection as the Primates 
came to act, by default, as the pivotal body through which the Communion might discern a path through these 
tensions. Instead, authority was incrementally assumed: simply enough, at first, through more frequent meetings, 
then through referrals and mandates issued to bodies such as the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal 
Commission (which had originally been answerable only to the Consultative Council), then through the 
establishment of new bodies such as the Lambeth Commission on Communion, and finally in the making of 
presumptive requests through directive communiques. By the mid-2000s, the Primates had well and truly 
assumed an “enhanced role” for the life of the Communion, even if it had not been particularly informed by much 
in the way of theological and ecclesiological reflection. This, ultimately, prevented widespread ‘buy in’ from the 
Communion and goes some way to explaining the – at best – lacklustre reception of the proposed Covenant. As 
events overtook the Primates, even conservative commentators noted the “Laudian” proposals of To Mend the 
Net.503 The influence of that document lives on and was recently lauded by the GAFCON movement as of 
continuing relevance in the lead up to Justin Welby’s calling together of the Primates, for the first time in five 
years, at Canterbury in January 2016: 
 
So of what relevance is ‘To Mend the Net’ now? It serves as a reminder that a degree of 
separation is not necessarily church discipline. If the outcome of the Canterbury 
meeting is the ‘not a divorce but separate bedrooms’ scenario already suggested to the 
media by a Lambeth source, the Communion might be more manageable for a while, 
but if the See of Canterbury emerges as the hub to which all can still relate as Anglicans 
in good standing then the key question of discipline and the ecclesial integrity of 
Anglicanism is unresolved. The tear in the net will not be mended, but 
institutionalised.504 
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GAFCON, led by its ‘Council of Primates’, is certainly not shy of the centralisation of power and articulation of 
authority through the collegial assembly of a magisterial primacy. If this was the direction in which the Primates’ 
Meetings seemed to be heading through the decade of the 2000s then the outcome of the January 2016 meeting, 
after a five-year hiatus, reflected this all the more forcefully. 
 
The 2016 Primates’ ‘Gathering’ (A meeting by any other name…) 
 
Two tell-tale observations characterise the ecclesiological commitments of Justin Welby in his calling together of 
a ‘gathering’ of Primates in January 2016: first, that it was preceded by the ambitious as well as symbolic gesture 
of personally visiting each one of the then thirty-eight Primates in their province, or region; and, second, that the 
announcement of his intention and invitation to gather the Primates seems to have come from the personal 
initiative of the Archbishop, communicated through Lambeth Palace, thus bypassing, in the first instance, the 
Anglican Communion Office which traditionally would have taken the lead in the organization and preparation 
of Primates’ Meetings.505  
 
In fact, whether this was a Primates’ Meeting at all was from the beginning unclear. The terminology of a ‘Primates’ 
Meeting’ was deliberately avoided, in favour of the supposedly more informal ‘Primates’ gathering’. In part, the 
reasons for this may well have been political, as any pretence that this was anything other than a Primates’ Meeting 
in continuity with those which had preceded it has since been dropped and the Anglican Communion Office lists 
this meeting, along with each of the others, as a perfectly regular calling together of this ‘Instrument of 
Communion’. The reason that its formal designation as a ‘Primates’ Meeting’ may have been initially avoided was 
perhaps due to the concerns and commitments of particular Primates to their provincial constituents, notably in 
relation to the rhetoric of boycotting participation in bodies where The Episcopal Church, or other supposed 
apostate provinces, were represented. For example, the Archbishop of Uganda outlined this reasoning in a letter 
released prior to the meeting: 
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The Provincial Assembly of the Church of Uganda has resolved to not participate in any 
official meetings of the Anglican Communion until godly order is restored … Godly 
order has not yet been restored in the Anglican Communion and, therefore, as 
Archbishop of the Church of Uganda, I am constrained by the resolutions of our 
Provincial Assembly to not participate in a Primates’ Meeting. 
 
At the same time, the Archbishop of Canterbury contacted me personally, along with 
every Primate of the Anglican Communion, and invited us to come together for a 
“gathering” to consider if there was a way forward for the Anglican Communion. 
 
Together with the other GAFCON Primates, we have agreed to be part of a “gathering” 
of Primates in Canterbury to discuss the future of the Anglican Communion…506 
 
The gathering was thus distanced from any association with the formal ‘Instruments of Communion’ – 
increasingly being criticised as not “fit for purpose”507 – and instead cast as the extension of the Archbishop’s own 
personal charism of drawing together the ‘family’. This preference for the personal was brought out in an interview 
with the US-based think tank, the Council on Foreign Relations, shortly after the announcement of the gathering 
where Welby attributes the particular stresses which characterise contemporary Anglican division to the 
challenges of ever increasing globalisation which intensifies geopolitical and ‘geoecclesiastical’ encounters but 
without “the personal face-to-face contact which enables you in the way that, through diplomacy, through prayer, 
through interaction at a human level, through facing, to deal with that diversity.”508 The Archbishop’s conviction 
that “diversity is held in personal relationship”509 is at the heart of his ecclesiology but stands in marked contrast 
to the institutional approach hitherto pursued through such means as the proposed Anglican Communion 
Covenant. This emphasis on personal engagement at the expense of institutional investment in the building and 
manifestation of relationships is typical of Welby’s style but, as will be shown, ultimately shortcuts ecclesiology 
and reduces theological reflection on ecclesial polity to little more than ‘structural reorganisation’.  
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Despite this there was clearly an expectation surrounding the announcement of the gathering of Primates that 
their business would chiefly concern questions of Anglican ecclesial polity with radical reforms being mooted in 
the media. An article in the Guardian, which was to break the news, quoted a “Lambeth Palace source” expressing 
Welby’s dissatisfaction with the Archbishop of Canterbury’s role within the Communion as one of “spending vast 
amounts of time trying to keep people in the boat and never actually rowing it anywhere.”510 Hinting that Welby 
had a concrete proposal for reforming the Communion’s structures, the source described Welby’s plan for 
international Anglican polity as like “sleeping in separate bedrooms.”511 The Archbishop’s own press release too 
indicated that “a review of the structures of the Anglican Communion” and a “look afresh at our ways of working 
as a Communion and especially as Primates” would be central to the meeting’s agenda, and much subsequent 
commentary focused on this clear emphasis on the ecclesiological questions of how the Communion might be 
ordered.512 In particular, the restoration of “godly order” was the express purpose and hope of the GAFCON 
Primates, including the Anglican Church in North America’s Archbishop Foley Beach, in their acceptance of Justin 
Welby’s invitation.513  
 
My own part in the preparations for this gathering involved working with Bishop Graham Kings who had been 
asked by the Archbishop of Canterbury to put together resources and discussion papers to aid the Primates in 
their reflections and conversations. I worked to draft the ecclesiology paper, taking into particular account the 
expectation that the Primates would review the nature of international Anglicanism’s ecclesial structure. Central 
to my own concerns in this was the place of provincial polity and metropolitical authority, not to mention its 
particular manifestation through the ministry of the Primates which would become the most significant 
ecclesiological outcome of the meeting.  
  
The basic brief for the project was to draft a discussion paper for the Primates structured around the axiomatic 
Anglican triad of Scripture, Reason and Tradition, to provoke and inform their ecclesiological reflections and 
imaginings for the shape and nature of Anglican polity into the future. Conscious of Justin Welby’s preliminary 
comments that this reflection should pay “proper attention to developments in the past,” the paper drew heavily 
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on the previously received work of the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal Commission, the Inter-Anglican 
Standing Committee on Unity, Faith and Order, the Bible in the Life of the Church project, and the ecclesiological 
reflections of former Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams. In the document’s study of the development of 
Anglican polity through successive IATDC reports, it relied particularly on a paper I had submitted as part of my 
Master of Theology studies at the University of Oxford. The discussion paper also contained models and 
metaphors for the Primates’ imagining of structures and polity, the drafting of which was largely the contribution 
of Bishop Graham Kings.514 Of these models, the only one to make much of metropolitical and archiepiscopal 
jurisdiction was in relation to Eastern Orthodox polity, but its simplified characterisation is marked by a, perhaps, 
too eager effort to find parallels with Anglicanism.515 Nevertheless, questions for the Primates in their reflection 
included:  
 
Are nationalistic based churches helpful for interdependence? Is divisiveness a natural 
result of this model? Could the See of Canterbury serve in a similar way to the 
Patriarchate of Constantinople? Do the 38 Provinces of the Anglican Communion group 
together under any historic patriarchates? Could 6 ‘Metropolitan Primates’ represent 6 
continents? Could they be supported by 6 continental regional offices of the Anglican 
Communion, which would coordinate Regional Conferences, eg like Council of 
Anglican Provinces in Africa (CAPA)?516 
 
The contemporary commentary and observations of the gathering itself, which met over the five days between 
the 11th and 15th of January 2016, was characterised by frustrated speculation, internal leaking, and “an Anglican 
version of Kremlinology -- divining meaning by who stands next to whom on the podium as the primates take the 
                                                             
514
 Of the original ten models and metaphors proposed for discussion – a ‘Loose Federation Model’, ‘Confessional Model’, ‘Covenant Model’, 
‘Roman Catholic Model’, ‘Eastern Orthodox Model’, ‘Lutheran Model’, ‘Hub and Spokes Metaphor’, ‘Planetary System Metaphor’, ‘Hour Glass 
Metaphor’, ‘Weaving Metaphor’ – it was the models rather than the metaphors which found their way into the final report.  
515
 For example, fourteen ‘independent churches’ are described as constitutive of Eastern Orthodoxy and in communion with the Ecumenical 
Patriarch, with a “15th independent church (of America) recognised by only 5 churches (Russian, Bulgarian, Georgian, Polish, Czech and 
Slovak).” There is clearly an intended parallel here with the Anglican Church in North America, currently not in communion with the 
Archbishop of Canterbury nor recognised as a member church of the Anglican Communion but still having established communion with a 
number of individual Anglican member-churches which similarly recognise it as the legitimate Anglican presence in North America. This was 
all the more pertinent at the time as the House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church of Sudan and South Sudan had, at the end of November 
2015, recommended to its Provincial Synod to “sever relationship with TEC and any other Provinces or Dioceses that approves liturgy for 
blessing same sex relationship...” and, in their own capacity apart from the authority of the Provincial Synod, “to formally recognise the 
Anglican Church of North America (ACNA)…” See Deng et al. 2015 
516
 Papers for Primates’ Meeting - Canterbury 2016 2015, 14 
 161 
salute for the May Day Parade.”517 The Archbishop of Canterbury’s opening address, which was leaked early on to 
an online Nigerian news site, was carefully constructed to contain not only a sweeping survey of the scandal of 
disunity throughout Christianity’s history, and a reminder that the first Lambeth Conference was boycotted by 
the Archbishop of York and a number of other English bishops, but also a defence of the Church of England’s 
orthodox and evangelistic credentials, pointing toward the Church’s influence in defeating assisted suicide in 
parliament and gaining exemptions from same-sex marriage, as well as church planting and the Archbishop of 
York’s “evangelistic pilgrimage” which is hailed as a first for “perhaps over 1,000 years.”518 Welby’s emphasis on 
the Primates’ ministry as one of personal encounter with each other is also apparent: “now we are in the same 
room,” he tells them, “[we] can speak truth to each other, but truth that is spoken with a deep sense of love for 
the other, not as a thing, a Primate, but as a person, loved by God whatever their faults.”519 
 
There was intense speculation surrounding the meeting as to whether there would be a ‘walk out’ by conservative, 
and particularly GAFCON-aligned, Primates partway through the gathering.520 That such an exodus was avoided, 
with the exception of the Archbishop of Uganda who quietly left the meeting after the second day, could alone be 
considered a significant accomplishment and vindication of Welby’s authority. In fact, it was acknowledged in 
conservative circles that there was “some disquiet about the continued presence of the conservative Primates,”521 
while the GAFCON leadership excluded from the proceedings, including their General Secretary and former 
Archbishop of Sydney, Peter Jensen, waited in the wings poised to take over in a coup that never came to pass.522 
The reception of the meeting’s resolution was, then, somewhat mixed as neither ‘camp’ came away feeling either 
fully endorsed or entirely repudiated, The Episcopal Church and the Anglican Church of Canada had not been 
expelled or anathematised and the GAFCON-minded Primates had not formally and finally switched their 
allegiance away from the leadership of the Archbishop of Canterbury but instead committed to “walk together” 
through the existing Instruments of Communion.523 While the ecclesiological reflection on the nature of Anglican 
organisation did not result in any ‘restructuring’ of the institutional shape of the Communion, which had been 
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the most prevalent expectation prior to the meeting, there was a subtle and yet important development in the 
articulation of the Primates’ authority which came out through the language used in their final communique.524  
 
The communique issued by the Primates following their meeting was most significant, at least in its ecclesiological 
implications, for the inclusion of two hapax legomena: ‘requiring’, and ‘consequences’. The former tested the limits 
of the Primates’ authority and sharply brought into focus the question of what was the nature of their ministry 
within international Anglican polity and how was it to be exercised. The latter, a dogged insistence to use the 
term ‘consequences’ over and against the media-favoured ‘discipline’ or ‘sanctions’, speaks to how the Primates 
imagined they might balance the competing demands of ‘Godly Order’ and ‘Provincial Autonomy’.  
 
The Primates as a whole did not of their own initiative introduce the language of ‘requirement’ in imagining the 
‘consequences’ that might flow for The Episcopal Church in the wake of its recent change to the doctrine of 
marriage.525 Instead they quote from, in receiving and adopting by majority vote, the report and recommendations 
from a smaller working group of their members: 
 
It is our unanimous desire to walk together. However given the seriousness of these 
matters we formally acknowledge this distance by requiring that for a period of three 
years The Episcopal Church no longer represent us on ecumenical and interfaith bodies, 
should not be appointed or elected to an internal standing committee and that while 
participating in the internal bodies of the Anglican Communion, they will not take part 
in decision making on any issues pertaining to doctrine or polity.526 
 
The protestation was widely and almost immediately made that, of course, the Primates possess no formal 
mechanism by which they could enforce this requirement, and it was unclear what was intended or envisaged 
within the scope of “decision making on any issues pertaining to doctrine or polity,” within the “internal bodies 
of the Anglican Communion.”527 However, while some decried the move as a novel and audacious primatial grab 
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for power, it does reflect the clear direction toward which the Primates had been moving since their 
encouragement by the 1988 Lambeth Conference to take up an “enhanced role” for the life and unity of the 
Communion. In fact, it looks even further back to the resolutions of the 1978 Lambeth Conference which gave to 
the Primates, under the leadership of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the task of discerning “the way to relate 
together the international conferences, councils, and meetings within the Anglican Communion” (Res. 12) as well 
as a mandate to review, “by whatever means they feel best,” the ongoing work of the IATDC (Res. 25).    
 
How influential this latest extension of the Primates’ particular responsibility and concern for the ecclesiology of 
the Communion will be depends largely on how their communique is received. They have exercised not a juridical 
but rather a moral authority which is tested by “a process of negotiating among various possibilities, in and 
through an array of ventures.”528 This exercise of ‘moral authority’, and the nature of its reception, is a key element 
of the metropolitical jurisdiction embodied by the Primates. Metropolitical authority within the Anglican 
Communion lays emphasis on the “relational, the personal, and the concrete and contextual” in a way which 
consistently has resisted being flattened into a codified or clear-cut universal constitution. 529  While this 
codification has rightly taken place in relation to the exercise of metropolitical authority within provincial 
jurisdictions through constitutions and the conventions of synodical governance, the external and relational 
element of metropolitical authority, exercised personally through the Primates, properly relies on the more 
complex negotiation of moral authority. Rather than obliterating dissent, moral authority has the capacity to 
contain disagreement in matters of contention while preserving “in relatively coherent and continuous ways the 
common values and beliefs that are essential to the church’s identity and its thriving.”530 
 
How this moral authority is received is equally as important. The formal doctrine of ‘reception’ has become rather 
confused in Anglican circles, seemingly misunderstanding and misappropriating its development out of the 
Roman Catholic theological reflection which followed the Second Vatican Council.531 According to this Roman 
Catholic conciliar reflection, the terms sensus Ecclesiae, as used in the Decree of the Apostolate of the Laity, and 
mens Ecclesiae, in the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation (Dei Verbum), both equally translated into 
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English as ‘Mind of the Church’, refer to the authoritative teaching of the Church’s magisterium which must take 
root in ordering and shaping the lives and world of the faithful.532 The process by which this is actualised, itself 
considered something of a foregone conclusion, is the sensu fidei which is explored in the Dogmatic Constitution 
on the Church (Lumen Gentium).533 Within Anglicanism this distinction between the source of authority and its 
telos has been collapsed into what the Windsor Report describes as the consensus fidelium, or the authority of the 
ecclesial opinion poll: 
 
The consensus fidelium (‘common mind of the believers’) constituted the ultimate 
check that a new declaration was in harmony with the faith as it had been received. 
More recently, the doctrine has been used in Anglicanism as a way of testing whether 
a controversial development, not yet approved by a universal Council of the Church but 
nevertheless arising within a province by legitimate processes, might gradually, over 
time, come to be accepted as an authentic development of the faith.534 
 
The reception then of teaching, or any other declarative articulation of authority, is understood within 
Anglicanism to be a shared endeavour among the whole people of God. However, holding the distinction between 
the authority of the teaching itself and the authoritative testing of its veracity through the lived experience of 
faithfulness to the Gospel is essential for avoiding the ‘democratisation of doctrine’ and maintaining the integrity 
of reception in the absence of any definitive magisterium. A developed understanding of the nature of 
metropolitical authority offers the potential to achieve this distinction, as it harnesses the personal and relational 
possibilities of moral authority set within the context of the unfolding and still contested discernment of Anglican 
international polity. Sensitivity to how the Primates’ communique might be received, then, is one likely 
explanation for the insistence of the language of ‘consequences’ rather than ‘discipline’ or ‘sanctions’ to describe 
their determination that The Episcopal Church be excluded from ecumenical and interfaith dialogues, standing 
committees and other intra-Anglican doctrinal and polity discussions. However, the conceptual nuance inherent 
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in ‘consequences’, as opposed to any other term, was not appreciated either by those who welcomed the 
imposition of ‘sanctions’ or by those who deplored them. The Anglican Church of North America’s Archbishop 
Foley Beach, whose invitation to and participation in the gathering was controversial, used the language of 
‘sanctions’ in his pastoral letter following the meeting noting that “the sanctions are strong, but they are not 
strong enough…”535 A joint statement from GAFCON chairman, Kenyan Archbishop Eliud Wabukala, and General 
Secretary, Peter Jensen, also emphasised the punitive character of the ‘sanctions’ while yet calling into question 
their likely effectiveness “to guard biblical truth and restore godly order.”536 At the other end of the spectrum 
Changing Attitude Scotland released a statement commenting that:  
 
It appears that the Anglican Communion has applied sanctions to itself rather than to 
the US based Episcopal Church … Rather than seeing the “sanctions” being applied to 
the US based Episcopal Church as that church being sent to the naughty step for three 
years, Changing Attitude Scotland believes that it is possible that in time this may be 
seen as the emergence of a group of provinces in which the full inclusion of LGBT 
people will be an unquestioned badge of honour.537 
 
The Archbishop of Canterbury was keen to distance the Primates’ communique from the language of ‘sanctions’ 
and to stress the more impersonal ‘consequences’ as an inevitable outworking of the effect to relationships 
precipitated by the exercise of, albeit perfectly legitimate, autonomous innovation.538 In fact, the language of 
‘consequences’ is reminiscent of and closely aligned to the proposed “relational consequences” envisaged by the 
Anglican Communion Covenant.539 While Welby seems to have quietly dropped the question of the Covenant’s 
ongoing promotion, and abandoned its more institutional approach to envisaging Anglican ecclesial polity in 
favour of a commitment to personally invested and intensified relationality, the outcome of the 2016 Primates’ 
Meeting looks – to all intents and purposes – like the Covenant by the back door.540 
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– Part Four –  
Paradigm for Provincial Revival 
 
Throughout this exploration of international Anglicanism, and the place within it of metropolitical authority and 
provincial polity, there has emerged a clear tension between the largely centralist and self-contained structures 
of autonomous national churches and the loose and often ill-defined polity of the international Communion. 
Historical analysis of the development and emergence of the contemporary Communion, with particular attention 
to how metropolitical authority and provincial polity have been understood and applied within the Anglican 
context, has revealed a varied and colourful ecclesial landscape which makes it impossible to speak of a single or 
normative application of provincial polity or metropolitical authority. Nevertheless, this plurality has been 
embraced within the Communion and even encouraged through the drive toward autonomous self-government 
in the ecclesial equivalent of the post-colonial era. The gradual emergence throughout the second half of the 
twentieth century of an Anglican awareness of itself as an international ‘Communion’ has challenged this plurality 
and threatened to flatten the contours of this diversity with retrofitted norms, maxims and mantras which 
privilege the autonomy and self-sufficiency of the ‘national church’ as well as the assumption of a growing 
magisterial authority invested in the supposedly representative Primates.  
 
Some prominence has been given throughout this dissertation to the Australian context in illustrating this 
development. As has already been detailed, Anglicans in Australia played a key role in the mid-nineteenth-century 
discussions about the nature of authority within the church and its relationship with the state at the new frontiers 
created by colonial expansion and the abandonment of the old assumptions of ‘establishment’. It was in Australia 
that the authority of Letters Patent to create and empower bishoprics was first tested, and where – along with 
New Zealand – early moves were made to break the ‘English nexus’ and secure and settle an independent but 
recognisably ‘Anglican’ ecclesial polity which was both “episcopally led and synodically governed.”541 Although 
the distinction of the first Anglican metropolitical see to be established since the middle ages belongs to Calcutta, 
it was only with the promotion of Australia as the second see to such a status that there is evidence of conscious 
ecclesial reflection on how a provincial polity might be the vehicle of Anglican colonial expansion and settlement 
and how this might change not only the relationship between the church ‘at home’ with the church ‘abroad’, but 
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also the nature of the Archbishop of Canterbury’s role: would his presidency of a new Anglican patriarchate be 
papal, on the one hand, or, on the other, as primus inter pares?  
 
The Australian context has been described as a ‘microcosm’ of the Anglican Communion, intimating that the 
experience of Australian Anglicanism may have something to offer the international Communion particularly in 
questions of polity.542 This language of a ‘microcosm’ was coined by former Primate Keith Rayner, drawing 
principally on the observation that both polities display “limited power and resources of [their] central organs of 
governance.”543 A comparison may also be made between the Australian and international Anglican contexts by 
means of the diversity of theological commitments and expressions of ecclesial identity, or ‘churchmanship’, 
which characterise diocesan and regional identities.544 The limited nature of centralised power and governance 
has its corresponding antithesis in the robust assertion of diocesan autonomy, not unlike the autonomy claimed 
for national churches within the Communion. This ‘diocesanism’ has long been a feature of Australian Anglican 
polity and is evident not only in the 1962 national constitution, but in much earlier provincial constitutions.545 
This is a somewhat surprising result, as it tends to go against a trend that would suggest greater centralisation 
among those member-churches which developed through the subdivision of larger ecclesial units (as the twenty-
three dioceses and five provinces of the Anglican Church of Australia emerged from a single ‘Diocese of 
Australia’).546 The influence of constitutional federation in Australia’s own political history, as well as a strong 
sense of regionalism across expansive distances, gives some explanation to this peculiar feature of the Australian 
church.547 The formation of a province in Western Australia in 1914, significantly isolated from the eastern states 
and with a political history of separatism and state independence, typifies the importance of regionalism.548 The 
burdens of economic as well as geographic viability, archiepiscopal ambitions, and the strength of local identity 
all played their part in the establishment of the Province of Western Australia.549 Perhaps the most pronounced 
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difference between the Australian church and the Communion is that the former is founded and organised upon 
the basis of a written constitution, one which also makes provision for a system of tribunals with both original 
and appellate jurisdiction.550 
 
Beyond superficial similarities, the veracity of the claim that the Australian context contains within it a 
‘microcosm’ of the Communion deserves further exploration in order to establish the basis upon which any kind 
of instructive analogy or parallel might be drawn.551 Indeed, whether the nature of comparison is to be by way of 
analogy, on the one hand, or parallel, on the other, itself requires some clarification. For example, an analogy 
might accord some equivalence to the autonomous Australian dioceses and autonomous member-churches of the 
Communion, suggesting that the Australian provincial structures (existing as they do within the national church) 
might equally accord with a kind of supra-provincial regional polity within the Communion.  
 
Alternatively, if the Australian ecclesial context can make some claim to offering itself as a representative 
‘microcosm’ of the Communion then it might also serve as a more direct parallel in understanding the 
contribution that a provincial polity (ie. the experience of Australia’s five ‘internal’ provinces) might make to the 
ecclesiology of international Anglicanism. As the focus of this dissertation has been on the province itself as a unit 
of polity within Anglicanism, with the thesis being that the flexibility and dynamism of provincial polity is 
threatened by the flattened and colourless ecclesial landscape dominated by the ‘façadism’ of the ‘national church’ 
governed by a magisterial council of Primates, this naturally leads to a greater weight being given to the latter 
concern: namely, the example of the Australian provinces themselves in demonstrating what a rediscovery of a 
provincial polity might have to commend itself to the Communion.  
 
However, as so many of the Communion’s member-churches are themselves single provinces, so that their 
provincial identity has become intertwined with their identity as a national, or even multi-national, autonomous 
ecclesial unit, it would be reasonable to extrapolate how supra-provincial networks might themselves prompt a 
rediscovery of an authentic provincial ecclesiology over and against the narrow isolationism of the autonomous 
‘national church’.   
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Chapter 8: The Anglican Church of Australia  
– ‘Microcosm’ or ‘Ecclesiastical Monstrosity’? 
 
Perhaps the most obvious feature of Australian Anglican polity, by which parallels with international Anglicanism 
might be drawn, is in its loose federated national structure and notoriously autonomous dioceses. This assertion 
of diocesan autonomy has given rise to the term ‘diocesanism’, which it seems is particularly associated with the 
experience of Australian Anglicanism.552 One of its earliest uses was recorded in 1883 in a sermon given at the 
parish of Christ Church South Yarra in the Diocese of Melbourne by the newly arrived Bishop of Tasmania, Daniel 
Fox Sandford: 
 
The remembrance of their [the neighbouring dioceses of Melbourne and Tasmania] 
corporate fellowship and unity was apt to be least present to them just when it was 
most necessary. Individualism and congregationalism might go farther than narrow 
and abridge their sympathies and keep them exclusively intent only on their own 
immediate interests. They might foster in their spirit and efforts a new diocesanism, 
which would stunt and mar their church organisation and life quite as effectually, and 
lead them to think that they were mere accidental congeries of individuals, or of 
parishes, and not a living branch of the church of Christ…553 
 
This identification of a “new diocesanism” as a potentially pernicious characteristic of the colonial church predates 
the federation of the Australian colonies into a single Commonwealth, and reveals the extent to which the holding 
of strong diocesan identities within the Anglican church was felt to threaten not only the move toward a national 
expression of Anglicanism, but also the church’s claim in Australia to represent a ‘living branch’ of the One, Holy, 
Catholic and Apostolic Church. 
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This anxiety was perhaps most keenly felt in the 1930s as the difficulties of ‘diocesanism’ were more frequently 
discussed.554 The employment of the term in all its early uses is pejorative, and the concept itself has more recently 
been criticised as antithetical to a right understanding of Anglican polity, representing “at diocesan level the 
parochialism which is more characteristic of sectarian rather than Anglican ecclesiology.”555 Despite the optimism 
of the Bishop of Newcastle at the turn of the century, with the accomplishment of Australian Federation in 1901, 
that ecclesial polity might similarly follow and “diocesanism and provincialism will be secondary to things 
Australian,”556 there continues to be not only division between dioceses but the fierce assertion of diocesan 
autonomy and a resistance to any actions which might compromise this independence. That it remains such an 
enduring and distinctive marker of Australian Anglican polity, then, is somewhat surprising and prompts the 
question of whether it is simply an ecclesiological inadequacy which has yet to be rectified or whether it has some 
ecclesial merit which commends itself for continuation?557 
 
The Origins of Australian ‘Diocesanism’ 
 
The entrenched ‘diocesanism’ of the Anglican Church of Australia has been widely attributed to the theological 
diversity which has grown up between dioceses and particularly incarnated in the churchmanship of individual 
bishops.558 However, recent scholarship has highlighted the impact of regionalism and geography in shaping this 
diversity, as well as the prominent influence of the laity.559 Keith Rayner locates some of the earliest beginnings 
of this division in the unlikely context of the Bishops’ Conference of October 1850, the first gathering together of 
the Australasian bishops and the first concrete expression of collaboration between the bishops in order to address 
the challenges faced by the church in the colonies.560 This division was expressed in the varying approaches taken 
to the questions of settling authority and governance, particularly synodical, whether by ‘consensual compact’ or 
through acts of the local legislature.561 Whatever the motivations of each diocese, or bishop, in pursuing one 
course of action over another, the fact remains that each diocese acted independently in establishing its own 
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constitution, synod, and, crucially, definition of its continued communion with Canterbury and the Church in 
England.562  
 
While ‘diocesanism’ may have persisted in defining the Australian ecclesial landscape, it is not necessarily a given 
or immutable axiom of Anglican identity in Australia. In fact there have at times been efforts at ecclesial 
organisation which have pushed back against this ‘diocesanism’; albeit not always so successfully. There was, for 
example, an early push for ‘provincialism’ as a means of uniting dioceses and standing in as an interim measure 
toward establishing a ‘national church’ in Australia.563 Similarly, there were moves in the late twentieth century, 
coinciding with the ‘Bicentenary of Australia’ in 1988, to reimagine the primacy within Australia as fixed in the 
nation’s capital, Canberra, and the establishment there of a ‘National Anglican Centre’ as a “place of national 
identity.”564  Even within the Diocese of Sydney (which has a reputation for being a somewhat isolationist 
Evangelical island within Australian Anglicanism)565  there has been a concern for the impact of unilateral 
diocesan action on catholic order, evidenced by the restraint shown in not implementing a controversial decision 
to authorise and regularise the celebration of Holy Communion by deacons and lay persons.566 Nevertheless, even 
in these examples, the failure of the Australian church to take action as a national unit, and the subsequent retreat 
to ‘diocesanism’, is evident. 
 
Provincial Polity in Australia 
 
Of these efforts, however, it is the potential of a movement toward ‘provincialism’ which has found fresh 
momentum in the face of an ineffective national church, and an account of the development of provincial 
organisation in Australia offers some insight into the wider need for a renewed appreciation and application of 
provincial polity within global Anglican ecclesiology.  
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Provincial organisation in Australia was first established by Letters Patent in 1847 as Bishop Broughton’s 
continental see was divided to form the dioceses of Sydney, Newcastle, Melbourne and Adelaide which, together 
with the existing sees of Tasmania and New Zealand, were brought under his metropolitical authority.567 In 1866 
the Province of New South Wales was created, comprising the dioceses of Sydney, Grafton and Armidale, 
Newcastle, and Goulburn then in existence in that colony. This earliest provincial constitution itself enshrined 
‘diocesanism’ since “any Diocesan synod could stop Provincial action by holding aloof.”568 Theological tensions 
certainly played a part in this protectionism. Bishop Tyrell of Newcastle, a diocese which “was edging towards 
Tractarianism as its prevailing ethos,”569 was opposed to any such concessions to diocesan autonomy but “was 
willing to submit in the hope (which proved a vain one) that these provisions were only temporary.”570 Resistance 
to the establishment of a province came predominantly from Evangelical dioceses, Sydney and Goulburn in 
particular, which, negatively, feared the encroachments of ritualism as well as, positively, held a stronger 
commitment to ecclesial identity in the local church gathered in a particular context rather than as part of a visible 
universal whole.571 While the Province of New South Wales may have been established in 1866, those existing 
dioceses which were not part of its establishment, and those new dioceses since established outside New South 
Wales, were left without any provincial organisation for another forty years. While the 1866 constitution for the 
Province of New South Wales was appended as a schedule to the Church Properties Act (NSW) of the colonial 
legislature, the new political reality of a federal Commonwealth of Australia after 1901 meant that subsequent 
provincial development would not simply reflect the fossilisation of old colonial boundaries but a push toward 
the greater imagination of a national ecclesial identity.  
 
The five Victorian dioceses (Melbourne, Ballarat, Bendigo, Gippsland and Wangaratta) came together to form a 
province in 1905, following a meeting of the Victorian bishops and other diocesan representatives held the 
previous year.572 However, the establishment of a Provincial Assembly had been anticipated as early as 1853 in the 
Victorian Church Constitution Act (Vic): 
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17. So soon as a province shall have been constituted in Victoria it shall be lawful for 
the Metropolitan thereof from time to time to convene the Bishops thereof and to 
require them to convene the members of the several Diocesan Assemblies or such 
Representatives of the same as shall hereafter by any such Provincial Assemblies be 
determined at such time and place as he may deem fit to consider of and determine 
upon all such matters and things as may concern the affairs of the said Church in 
Victoria…573 
 
The fifty-year delay from the passing of the 1853 Act to the final establishment of a province in Victoria in 1905 
was necessitated by the want of a sufficient and requisite number of dioceses; a minimum of three as set out in 
the 1872 Constitution of the General Synod.574 The diocese of Ballarat was formed out of Melbourne in 1875, but 
it was not until 1902 that Bendigo, Wangaratta and Gippsland were established. The Bishop of Melbourne, Henry 
Lowther Clarke, warned against a provincial structure which kowtowed to ‘diocesanism’, quoting the opinion of 
former Primate and Bishop of Sydney, Alfred Barry, who described “the existence of a Provincial Synod which is 
obliged to report humbly to the Diocesan Synods, as an ecclesiastical monstrosity.”575 Nevertheless, Clarke’s 
ambitions for any provincial arrangement were modest, envisaging “constitutional unity and an outlook as wide 
as the State itself [as] the sole object which the Diocese of Melbourne has in view.”576 There was, nevertheless, 
opposition to such provincial organisation, led by the Bishop of Ballarat, Arthur Green, who among other things 
feared the hijacking of the provincial agenda and synod because of a lack of proportional representation as set out 
in the 1853 Act, allowing “three smaller dioceses out of five the power to paralyse all legislation within the walls 
of the Provincial Synod itself.”577 The three newly created dioceses of Bendigo, Wangaratta and Gippsland had 
been carved out of Ballarat only two years earlier. The final provisions of the provincial constitution accepted and 
adopted on the 14th November 1905 followed the precedent of the 1872 General Synod constitution in providing 
that “Ordinances or Determinations as are passed without reference from any Diocesan Synod shall not be binding 
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upon the Church in any Diocese, unless and until such Ordinance or Determination shall be accepted by the 
Church in such Diocese.”578 Once again, ‘diocesanism’ had prevailed. 
 
The Province of Queensland: an Exception 
 
The one place where a strong and meaningful provincial polity was established was in Queensland, and its 1905 
provincial constitution stands in stark contrast to that of Victoria. The required number of dioceses within the 
colony was achieved in 1892 with the establishment of the see of Rockhampton, numbering alongside the dioceses 
of Brisbane (1859) and North Queensland (1878). Bishop William Webber of Brisbane had raised the subject with 
his diocesan synod as early as 1887 and has been credited as the principal architect of the scheme.579 Momentum 
throughout the 1890s was slow and resistance came largely from North Queensland, a diocese which had not been 
formed out of Brisbane but instead had an historical lineage linking back to the Diocese of Sydney. Concerns in 
North Queensland that they might be overwhelmed by the dominance of Brisbane in any provincial structure 
were assuaged with the creation of the Diocese of Carpentaria in 1900, an ally in the north.580  
 
The 1905 provincial constitution is exceptional among Australian ecclesial jurisdictions. It sets out in relative detail 
the areas of determinative competency of the provincial synod, including the “mode of election of a Metropolitan, 
the prerogatives of a Bishop, the definition of the spiritualities of a Diocese … [and] the taking of measures for 
promoting intercommunion with other branches of the Holy Catholic Church in the Province, so far as is 
consistent with the doctrine and laws of the Church of England.”581 Furthermore, determinations and canons 
coming down from General Synod were reserved to the province for adoption on a provincial basis rather than 
piecemeal by dioceses (Section 21) and the comprovincial bishops were afforded a formal role in the election of 
the metropolitan whenever the see of Brisbane should become vacant (Section 17). Unlike Victoria, representation 
at the Provincial Synod was not proportional to the size of each diocese concerned, which protected the concerns 
of the smaller dioceses. Most significantly, the constitution explicitly states: 
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15. All Canons shall be promulgated by the President of Synod, and shall, when so 
promulgated, be binding thereafter upon all the Dioceses of the Province. Provided 
always that nothing therein contained shall be or be construed in any manner contrary 
to or inconsistent with the ancient Canons whereby the Diocesan Synods have the free 
administration of their own internal affairs…582  
 
Nevertheless, despite this strongest of efforts toward provincial organisation within the Anglican Church of 
Australia, the province itself would never attain the kind of profile perhaps imagined and indicated by the 
constitution. Keith Rayner offers an assessment of the reasons for this: 
 
The tradition of diocesanism was deeply rooted, and the dioceses (or sometimes the 
parishes) continued to hold the purse-strings. At the same time, the growing national 
spirit within Australia, which looked towards a national constitution for the church as 
for the nation, was already threatening to render the province obsolescent as the major 
form of wider ecclesiastical organisation.583 
 
Whether provincial organisation was a boon or bane to the cause to establish a ‘national church’ was contested. 
In Queensland, it was hoped that efforts to organise provincially might give a foretaste of what a ‘national church’ 
could achieve.584 During the negotiations toward a constitution for a ‘national church’ in the 1930s, Bishop George 
Frodsham of North Queensland saw the potential of the province to pioneer the adoption of the draft constitution 
even without the cooperation of the other Australian dioceses, whereas Archbishop of Brisbane, William Wand, 
cautioned that such independent action “would serve to emphasise the differences that already exist between 
us.”585 The most significant difference between provincial organisation in Queensland and the rest of Australia, 
perhaps, was in the relatively unified Anglo-Catholic identity of the Queensland dioceses and their strong support 
for surpassing the pitfalls of ‘diocesanism’, as evidenced in their provincial constitution.586 This has been the 
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distinctive contribution of the Province of Queensland, its witness to an ecclesiology which peers beyond diocesan 
interests and insularity and understands its own provincial polity to be a type and model of what ought to be 
achievable nationally: 
 
That has been one of the continuing contributions of the church in Queensland: an 
opposition to any understanding of the national church and of the General Synod as 
just a federation of dioceses, but that it ought to be a real national entity, both for the 
sake of the church itself and for the sake of the influence of the church in the life of the 
nation; and that as long as the church was just a collection of individual dioceses each 
doing our own thing we cannot be the spiritual force in the life of this nation, which 
has had a steadily developing sense of its national identity, that we ought to be.587 
 
As well as the relative uniformity within dioceses, and even provinces as in the example of Queensland, of various 
expressions of theological identity along the churchmanship continuum, regionalism and the immediate affinity 
felt between dioceses within colonial and, later, state borders also promoted the push toward provincial 
organisation. Bruce Kaye has done much work to emphasise the impact of this regionalism, and the potential 
which provincial polity may have had for breaking the impasse between ‘diocesanism’ and an ineffective federated 
‘national church’: 
 
These two examples [Victoria and Queensland] reveal a considerable support for a 
greater provincial or state grouping in the church organisation. That grouping remains 
in both Victoria and Queensland in institutions such as university colleges (St John’s in 
Brisbane) and theological colleges (Trinity in Melbourne). Given the developing 
demographics of Australia, a move to provincial structures might well have led to more 
powerful provincial organisations and the polarity between extremely powerful local 
diocese and relatively weak national synod might not have eventuated.588 
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This potential did not come to pass and by the time of the eventual ratification of a national constitution for the 
Church of England in Australia in 1962 (it would take a further twenty years before the name was changed to the 
Anglican Church of Australia) ‘diocesanism’ had well and truly won out and become formally entrenched in 
Australian ecclesial polity. 
 
Diocese, Province and National Church in Australia 
 
The definitive dominance of the diocese over the province in Australian polity was highlighted by the Australian 
General Synod’s response to the document ‘The Anglican Communion: Identity and Authority’, presented to the 
1990 Anglican Consultative Council meeting in Wales, which staunchly defended the peculiarity of ‘diocesanism’ 
within Australian Anglican polity: 
 
The reality of diocesan autonomy is a characteristic note of our Anglican Church of 
Australia, and a principle fundamental to the Constitution of this Church. In 
Constitutional terms the ultimate powers are reserved to the Dioceses. This means that 
in matters of canonical change to our order, and in such matters as financial provision 
for objectives beyond the Dioceses, the ultimate decisions lie with the Dioceses. This 
does, of course, create our own internal difficulties at the national level, but we would 
not wish to see the external structural relationship within the Communion as a whole 
inimical to this, or applying through its own operations any covert pressure for us to 
change, to move into alignment with the international model, or the structural models 
of other Provinces.589  
 
A more recent assessment made by the 2014 Report of the Viability and Structures Task Force, commissioned by 
the Standing Committee of the General Synod, articulates both the relatively weak position of the Australian 
provinces within the polity of the Anglican Church of Australia, as well as their latent potential to address the 
challenges faced by the contemporary Australian church:  
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Provincial structures vary from province to province, but are generally about 
establishing meetings at a provincial level, which are opportunities to share and learn 
rather than establishing policy or passing legislation. They can be a very helpful forum 
for seeking to establish common policy across dioceses such as in professional 
standards or identifying ways of collaboration. The strength, potential and effectiveness 
of provinces are very much dependent upon the commitment of the individual dioceses 
and the Metropolitan as to what they see the Province for. Potentially provinces could 
be a very effective means by which dioceses work together and share resources, but 
history so far shows that they have not been greatly utilised, with Provincial Councils 
and Synods meeting often only once a year.590 
 
Without the potential of provincial polity being realised in Australia, the ecclesial landscape is most defined by 
the tension between hard ‘diocesanism’ and the pretentions of an ineffective ‘national church’ structure. This 
tension is exemplified in the complex provisions of the Anglican Church of Australia’s Constitution. It is notable 
that the influence of Archbishop of Canterbury, Geoffrey Fisher, was crucial in motivating the Australian bishops 
to persist in the movement toward establishing a national church, after a series of failed attempts to pass a 
constitution, and he himself provided the first draft of what would eventually become the 1962 Constitution.591 
 
The Constitution of the Anglican Church of Australia provides that the “diocese shall in accordance with the 
historic custom of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church continue to be the unit of organisation of this 
Church.”592 Nevertheless, the Constitution attributes to General Synod a mandate to: 
 
make canons rules and resolutions relating to the order and good government of this 
Church including canons in respect of ritual, ceremonial and discipline and make 
statements as to the faith of this Church and declare its view on any matter affecting 
this Church or affecting spiritual, moral or social welfare, and may take such steps as 
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may be necessary or expedient in furtherance of union with other Christian 
communions.593 
 
Despite this seemingly wide remit, a significant authority is reserved to dioceses concerning any canons 
concerning “ritual, ceremonial and discipline” in that they do not come into effect within any diocese until and 
unless that diocese adopts such a canon by means of ordinance through its own diocesan synod.594 Thus dioceses 
ultimately retain an effective veto insofar as they are affected by any proposal that may impact them under the 
almost all-encompassing purview of “ritual, ceremonial and discipline.”595  
 
These constitutional provisions reflect a long-standing preference in Australian Anglican polity for maintaining 
diocesan autonomy at the expense of a national, and even provincial, ecclesiology. Diocesan autonomy was 
enshrined in the original 1872 Constitution of the General Synod, which contained the proviso that “no 
Determination of the General Synod shall be binding upon the Church in any Diocese unless and until such 
Determination shall be accepted by the Church in such Diocese.”596 It is this proviso which persists in the 
procedure set out for Canons concerning ‘ritual, ceremonial and discipline’ in Section 28 of the current 1962 
Constitution. 597  The story of constitutional revision between 1872 and 1962 has been competently told 
elsewhere, 598  clearly highlighting the long-standing impediments to national church organisation and the 
resulting compromise which “is not able to meet the needs and pressures” of the contemporary church and 
“remains as a nettle for Anglicans in Australia to grasp.”599 
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Australia as a ‘Microcosm’ of the Communion 
 
The unique and persistent place of ‘diocesanism’ within Australian Anglicanism bears out the claim that it 
represents something of a ‘microcosm’ of international Anglican polity, at least insofar as the analogy may be 
drawn between powerful dioceses in Australia and the autonomous member-churches of the Communion. There 
are, of course, some important differences: the Anglican Church of Australia has a formal system of national 
tribunals which is unmatched in the Communion; the depth of moral and spiritual authority associated with the 
role of Archbishop of Canterbury is not nearly as evident in the influence of the Australian Primate; similarly, the 
historic and symbolic associations with place, such as Canterbury and Lambeth, have not been realised in 
Australia, at least in the national context, with its ‘roaming’ primacy and lack of national centre or cathedral; 
furthermore, there have not developed in the Australian church scene quite the same conciliar, consultative and 
representative forums as are embodied in the ‘Instruments of Communion’. 
 
The extent to which ‘diocesanism’ in Australia, and the complete autonomy of member-churches within the 
Communion, is a perversion of polity (as Archbishop Barry decried it, an “ecclesiastical monstrosity”) has equally 
been contested. In Australia it would be fair to make a broad characterisation according to familiar theological 
‘camps’, whereby those dioceses at the more ‘Anglo-Catholic’ end of the churchmanship continuum have been 
more open to stronger provincial and national structures (as is evident in the constitutional organisation of the 
Province of Queensland) than more ‘Evangelical’ dioceses. Archbishop of Sydney, Howard Mowll, for example, 
exclaimed to his diocesan synod (immediately following his failure to secure the primacy, which for the first time 
since 1872 had gone to an archbishop other than that of Sydney): 
 
If I judge the spirit of Sydney Churchmanship aright, it has its roots in a deep conviction 
that Sydney has its own specific contribution to make to the life of the whole Australian 
Church, and believes that she can make that contribution best only if she is entirely 
free to make her own way. She has held to the belief that neither in her own interest 
nor in the interest of the Church as a whole can she lightly surrender that freedom.600 
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Thus the persistence of ‘diocesanism’ in Australia, as well as the assertion of autonomy within the Communion, 
reflects the principle of ‘competency’ but not ‘catholicity’. The diocese, as a discrete Christian community gathered 
around the apostolic leadership and guardianship of the bishop, is perfectly competent to govern itself according 
to its own synodical structures and norms, but this in and of itself is not enough to express its catholicity. So too 
with regard to the competency of the ‘national church’ within international Anglican polity.  
 
This competency is by no means a detrimental quality of ecclesial organisation, and so ‘diocesanism’ as well as 
other expressions of autonomy can quite rightly be defended. However, there still remains the real potential for 
the hyper-assertion of this competency to morph into the ‘monstrosity’ of a perverted polity which compromises 
catholicity for the sake of self-sufficiency. It is this lesson which the Australian context offers international 
Anglicanism, as a ‘microcosm’ of the Communion with particular reference to the analogous relationship between 
‘diocesanism’ and the autonomy and dominance of the ‘national church’. 
 
The confluence of theological diversity, geographical particularity and remoteness, varying socio-political 
circumstances, and the independent development of constitutions and synods within each Australian diocese 
meant each “was a self-contained legal entity which over time created a jealously guarded tradition, ethos and 
identity, protective of its own interests.”601 These distinctive diocesan identities have become even more guarded 
in the past thirty years as controversies over the ordination of women and, more recently, human sexuality mean 
“the goodwill required within individual dioceses to maintain a genuinely national Church is being slowly 
dissipated as notions of authority become more divergent.”602  
 
The notable exception to the somewhat ‘monochrome’ nature of the Australian diocesan scene has been the 
Diocese of Melbourne, which has never seen one particular party or churchmanship dominate.603 While the 
divided nature of the Diocese of Melbourne has given rise to its own fair share of acrimony in diocesan politics, it 
is also uniquely positioned to become a driving influence in offering a provincial response to the need for a 
coordinated approach to the increasingly prominent issue of Professional Standards and Safeguarding across the 
Anglican Church of Australia.  
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Chapter 9: Provincial Possibilities  
– a Theological Reflection on the Potential of Provincial Polity 
 
If the Anglican Church of Australia, as a microcosm of the Communion, does offer a relevant and instructive 
context for addressing questions of Anglican international polity, it would seem that its strong preference for 
‘diocesanism’ at the expense of both a provincial or national-church ecclesiology ought to mitigate against 
whatever contribution it might make in rediscovering and reimagining provincial polity within the wider 
Communion. Provincial structures within the Australian church have long been inhibited by diocesan interests, 
on the one hand, and national-church ambitions, on the other. Archbishop of Brisbane, Philip Aspinall, has 
articulated this weakness with reference even to the Province of Queensland which constitutionally, at least 
historically as has been shown, was the most advanced in its adopted powers and prerogatives:  
 
The powers and obligations of an Archbishop in a diocese not his own, but in his 
Province, are limited and somewhat uncertain … The Queensland Provincial Synod I 
think has met only once in my 12 years as Archbishop … If there is a Provincial Tribunal 
it has never met in my time. In practise, provincial structures are weak, rarely used and 
do not play a big role.604  
 
However, in the last decade there has been a resurgence of provincial action and activity particularly in the field 
of Professional Standards and in responding to the concerns and recommendations of the Royal Commission into 
Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse established by the Australian Federal Government in 2013. The 
Royal Commission has recognised particularly that the “Anglican Church of Australia has assumed a role of 
leadership within the international Anglican community in relation to child sexual abuse.”605  Much of this 
leadership has been provincial, as noted by the General Synod’s Viability and Structures Task Force, which also 
identified the potential for other aspects of the church’s mission to be tackled provincially: 
 
At the recent annual Australian Bishops’ Meeting held in Ballarat in early April, over 40 
bishops of our Church had the opportunity to read a draft of this Report and there was 
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strong endorsement for the strategy that a way forward to act on many of the issues 
raised in this report was to work provincially.  
 
Although it was recognised that provincial structures vary, it was also strongly affirmed 
that already the provincial structure is being used to good effect with the 
administration of professional standards and other matters. In Victoria the move 
towards incorporation of dioceses is being managed through the Provincial Council 
structure and this shows an effective means by which we can work as dioceses in future: 
not alone, but together! Another example from Victoria is the move towards Anglicare 
Victoria being a welfare agency for the whole state. This already happens in Western 
Australia with the three dioceses in that province. 
 
The bishops felt that there was more capacity and energy to work together provincially 
than trying to get the National Church to work as an organic entity in addressing issues. 
The complexity of our Church’s Constitution and with General Synod meeting 
only every three to four years, it was felt provincial structures offered a more immediate 
way forward. Provincial Councils and Synods have the capacity to meet annually and 
more if required. The bishops were largely of the opinion that provincial co-operation 
was a more achievable goal than trying to work as a National Church.606 
 
Rather than being a merely pragmatic or practical structural solution to challenges of ecclesial polity, both within 
the Australian context and the international Communion, this revival of a provincial polity within the Anglican 
Church of Australia demonstrates an ecclesiology which is able to negotiate the competing demands between 
autonomy and interdependence and to model a holistic vision of the Church’s life – encompassing questions of 
authority, mission, communion, reciprocity and recognition – which has both ecclesial authenticity and integrity. 
With reference to the work of the Royal Commission, as well as provincial responses to Professional Standards 
across Australia but most particularly in Victoria, this authenticity and integrity will be explored according to the 
four creedal ‘marks’ of the Church: that it is One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic. One, in its unity of purpose over 
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and against fractured ‘diocesanism’ and ineffective national structures. Holy, in its commitment to a practical 
response to holiness in the church. Catholic, in a response which is recognisable across dioceses, while still 
protecting their integrity as autonomous but still interdependent. Apostolic, in modelling a response that centres 
authority and responsibility on personal, rather than merely institutional, agents of ecclesial identity.607 These 
marks are identifiable in the provincial polity which is demonstrated by the example of work being done around 
Professional Standards in the Australian church and reflection on this work is able to point toward what such a 
polity might have to offer the Communion. 
 
Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse 
 
The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse was established by Letters Patent on 11 
January 2013, naming New South Wales Judge of Appeal Justice Peter McClellan as its Chair. Its Terms of Reference 
mandate it to investigate and recommend on preventative measures to be adopted by government and institutions 
to protect children against sexual abuse in institutional settings, best practice with regards to reporting and 
responding to reports of such abuse, addressing structural and institutional impediments to effective reporting 
and responses, and the provision of redress by institutions to victims of sexual abuse as well as other forms of 
support and accessibility to avenues of criminal investigation and prosecution.608 In addition, much of the work 
of the Royal Commission has been to hear the stories of those directly and indirectly affected by abuse: not only 
to inform their own understanding of the scope of abuse within institutions, but also to offer a safe and supportive 
space where those who have been abused will be listened to, their credibility not interrogated, and be offered 
appropriate referrals. As of November 2017 the Royal Commission has received over forty thousand calls, around 
twenty five thousand written submissions, held almost eight thousand private sessions and made almost two and 
a half thousand referrals to police.609 The wide scope of the Commission’s investigations are grouped into Case 
Studies, of which the most relevant here is Case Study 52 which was heard in March 2017 at a public hearing “to 
inquire into the current policies and procedures of Anglican Church authorities in Australia in relation to child-
protection and child-safety standards, including responding to allegations of child sexual abuse.”610  
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The extent of abuse within Australian Anglican institutions uncovered by the Commission and the details which 
have been made public through submissions, exhibits and the final report make for harrowing reading. However, 
the scope of this dissertation – without mitigating the importance of that testimony – is concerned more with the 
perhaps belated but still energetic response to addressing these institutional and ecclesial failures which is being 
driven through provincial structures, and then to reflect theologically on what this demonstrates more broadly 
about the nature of provincial polity not only for the Anglican Church of Australia but for the Communion as a 
whole. 
 
Provincial Response to Professional Standards and Safeguarding in Victoria  
 
One gauge of the effectiveness and relevance of provincial polity within Australia is discernible through the 
industriousness, or not, of its primary organ of governance and representation: the Provincial Synod. Provision is 
made under Section 40 of the Constitution of the Anglican Church of Australia for a “Provincial Synod or 
Provincial Council” in each of the five Australian provinces.611 In Western Australia and South Australia the 
Provincial Council ordinarily meets every two and three years respectively. In New South Wales it is every five 
years.612 In Queensland the Provincial Synod has only met three times in the past twenty-two years. An exception 
is the Victorian Provincial Council which in the seven-year period between 2010 and 2017 has met ten times – 
annually in the first three years, biannually in 2014 and 2015, and annually again in 2016 and 2017. As well as having 
an active Provincial Council, Victoria is also the only province to have a Provincial Legal Committee which was 
recently described as “a lively group, a rich resource for the province and a mutual support,” as well as, “believed 
to be the most active and high order group in the national church.”613 The minutes of the Provincial Council over 
this period reveal not only the persistence and eventual dominance of Professional Standards and the Royal 
Commission on its agenda, but also a commitment to provincial action across these and other wider interests.  
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Draft model legislation was prepared by the national Church Law Commission in 2003 which became the General 
Synod’s 2004 Model Professional Standards Ordinance. This was intended to provide uniformity in regulating and 
enforcing Professional Standards across all dioceses of the Anglican Church of Australia. However that legislation, 
which in order to take effect in a diocese must have been accepted into the law of that diocese through an act or 
ordinance of its own synod, came under considerable criticism by the Victorian Provincial Legal Committee and 
was not adopted in any of the Victorian dioceses.614 The concerns of the Provincial Legal Committee were partly 
constitutional, but other aspects of the proposed legislation were described as “ambiguous … confusing and in any 
event impracticable and potentially unfair,” as well as, “puzzling and disturbing … [it being] questionable whether 
the fair operation of principles of natural justice [are] accommodated.”615  
 
The synod of the metropolitical see of the Province of Victoria, the Diocese of Melbourne, introduced and enacted 
its own legislation in 2009 in the form of the Professional Standards Act. A distinctive, although not entirely 
unique, feature of synodical legislation passed by dioceses within the Province of Victoria is that they are given 
legal force through the 1854 Church of England Constitution Act of the Victorian State Parliament and become 
binding on the bishop, clergy and laity resident in the respective diocese.616 It was partly because of this legal 
nexus between diocesan and state law that the proposed 2004 ordinance was deemed so problematic. The 2009 
legislation, however, was drafted after extensive provincial consultation with “complainants, respondents, the 
Director of Professional Standards, the members of the Professional Standards Committee and the Provincial 
Legal Committee” within Victoria and was able to avoid the pitfalls which characterised the 2004 ordinance of the 
National Church, and offer a “clear legislative ‘complaint based’ framework for dealing with complaints against 
clergy and certain lay people based on the question of fitness of the Church worker.”617  Virtually identical 
legislation was subsequently adopted in the dioceses of Ballarat and Wangaratta. This work was largely driven by 
the incoming Chancellor of the Diocese of Melbourne, Michael Warner Shand QC, who was also Chancellor of 
the Diocese of Ballarat between 2002 and 2010: the impact of personal influence on achieving provincial action 
should not be underestimated.  
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The minutes of the 2010 Provincial Council note this development, although do not go much further than 
describing the situation in the dioceses of Melbourne, Ballarat and Wangaratta (which had adopted uniform 
legislation) and Gippsland and Bendigo (which had retained the non-legislative 2003 Power and Trust Protocol).618 
Minutes of the 2011 Provincial Council again simply report the situation in individual dioceses, although they do 
reflect a little on the cooperation between dioceses, such as Gippsland and Melbourne, in improving the old 
protocols and acknowledging, as in the case of Bendigo, the limitations of that regime in favour of the legislative 
basis adopted in Melbourne, Ballarat and Wangaratta. Even where a uniform approach has been adopted, 
however, local adaptations are evident. For example, in Wangaratta changes to the legislation allow for the right 
of a defendant to cross-examine a complainant.619 These early indicators of some dissatisfaction with such a 
variety of approaches within the Province are discussed more fully the following year when Provincial Council 
explicitly acknowledges the need for a coordinated provincial approach and establishes a subcommittee to 
investigate this more fully: 
 
Discussion focused on the differences among the dioceses and whether there should be 
a single approach. It was noted that: the wider community does not understand why 
there would be differences; it would be helpful to hold a workshop to understand the 
current legislation; that for clergy moving between dioceses there is an advantage in 
having the same professional standards; and that even with the same professional 
standards each diocese is in charge of its own implementation. It was further noted that 
there is a value in sharing the resources available instead of needing to duplicate these 
in each diocese.  
It was moved: Bishop Huggins, Seconded: Bishop McIntyre 
That the Victorian Provincial Council agrees to form a subcommittee including 
Diocesan Bishops, Chancellors, Registrars and representatives of Professional 
Standards Committees to review the level of integration of Professional 
Standards management and make any recommendation as to closer integration 
of our work in this area.  
        CARRIED620 
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Despite this resolution, the minutes of the following meeting of Provincial Council reveal that the proverbial 
inertia and ineffectiveness that characterises the Australian provinces had not entirely escaped Victoria. The sub-
committee which had been established had not yet met, some frustration is evident with the minutes noting that 
“… where possible it is important to make processes work more speedily. A meeting will be arranged.”621  
 
A number of other provincial projects had reported no progress, or expressed other tensions, including efforts to 
extend the scope of the Melbourne Anglican Foundation to the other provincial dioceses (providing shared legal 
services and a vehicle for receiving tax-deductable donations) and the relationship between the Melbourne-based 
provincial welfare-agency, Anglicare Victoria, and the regional dioceses. The Metropolitan gathered together 
some of this discontent and extended a call to a renewed provincial identity and cooperation: 
 
The Archbishop expressed his concern that there is now increasing fragmentation 
across the Province with the canon law of the dioceses no longer being in common. 
While there appears to be a wish for the dioceses to work together more closely, at the 
same time dioceses are working independently on some key matters such as 
professional standards and episcopal standards. He stated that we have lost some 
things we once held in common and we should consider how to build the confidence 
to inspire ministry and mission across the Province.622 
 
It would not be too much of a stretch to see this as a ‘wake-up call’, prompting an intensification of provincial 
efforts and structures to address particularly the issue of Professional Standards – but also the related issues of 
Episcopal Standards (bishops not being covered within the existing Professional Standards regimes) and Redress 
Schemes for complainants. In both 2014 and 2015 the Provincial Council met twice and these issues began to 
dominate the agenda.  
 
In particular, there is a renewed impetus to pursue a provincial approach through the adoption of uniform 
legislation with the August 2014 meeting of the Provincial Council establishing a Victorian Provincial Working 
Group “… to undertake a review of Professional Standards across the Province with a view to: 
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1. Establishing a common Provincial Model Ordinance for Professional Standards for 
clergy and church workers. 
2. Establishing a common Provincial Protocol for Professional Standards for clergy 
and church workers…”623 
 
The Provincial Working Group, in its report to the Provincial Bishops’ Meeting in February 2015, identified the 
need for consistency across the Province by examining the perspectives of a variety of stakeholders: including the 
challenge articulated by the Royal Commission “not just to consider our own diocese, but to look at this issue 
holistically and our response as Anglican Church leaders,” as well as community expectations which do not 
differentiate between diocesan and sector organisations such as welfare agencies and schools when dealing with 
the ‘Anglican Church’, the need to create a consistent and straightforward process for complainants and 
respondents ensuring both procedural fairness and pastoral care, and also removing from individual bishops both 
liability and responsibility for investigating, adjudicating and determining complaints and consequences.624  
 
This Provincial Working Group, chaired by the Bishop of Bendigo and including the Chancellors of the dioceses 
of Melbourne and Ballarat, the Registrars of the dioceses of Melbourne and Gippsland, and the Advocates of the 
dioceses of Bendigo and Wangaratta, as well as the Chair of Anglicare Victoria and an independent consultant, 
was extremely productive, meeting sixteen times between August 2014 and the 29 April 2016 when a proposed 
Uniform Act was considered and approved by the Provincial Council.625 This uniform legislation, intended to be 
enacted across all diocesan synods in the province, has as a key concern the need to balance diocesan autonomy 
with provincial coherency and consistency: 
 
15. The proposal represents a balancing of the interests of diocesan autonomy and the 
need for independence and to achieve consistency and economies of scale:  
(a) On the one hand, Synod must enact the Uniform Act and reserves the right to repeal 
it. As at present, the Archbishop in Council must approve any applicable code of 
conduct for Church workers and regulations under the legislation. The Scheme 
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Corporation must also consult with Bishop in Council when appointing the Director of 
Professional Standards of a diocese and its Professional Standards Committee; and  
(b) On the other hand, the directors of the Scheme Corporation will appoint the office 
holders of the Office of Professional Standards and approve operating protocols.626  
 
This approach deliberately resisted the forces of ‘diocesanism’ in proposing a uniform provincial response. The 
plurality of diocesan approaches previously pursued risked the further erosion of community confidence as well 
as an incoherent Anglican response in both reality and public perception. However, it was also felt impracticable 
to work a provincial response through some of the existing provincial structures. This would have entailed 
diocesan synods ceding jurisdiction and legislative authority to the Provincial Council in an unprecedented way, 
and asking the Province to legislate for them. The Provincial Council is not principally a legislative body and there 
exist only two current ordinances, one of which provides for its constitutional basis (Ordinance for Re-Constituting 
the Province of Victoria 1979) and the other, implemented in response to a requirement of the National Church 
Constitution, is the Canonical Fitness of Bishops Ordinance 1979.627 For these reasons, as well as difficulties in 
extending the scope of members to whom legislation would be binding, the establishment of an independent 
corporation was preferred and, indeed, deemed to be necessary. The establishment of diocesan corporations had 
already taken place in every diocese of the Province in response to government pressures to establish accountable 
persons to whom church workers might be deemed ‘employees’ for the purposes of the Workplace Injury 
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 (Vic).628 The corporate approach, therefore, offers something of a more 
flexible and innovative means of overcoming some of the structural and constitutional impediments of the 
inherited provincial and diocesan polities. However the approach is still very much a provincial one; albeit 
reimagining the province into a corporate entity which offers the potential to overcome entrenched ‘diocesanism’ 
as well as being inclusive of non-diocesan ecclesial entities (such as schools and welfare agencies):  
 
The diocesan approach has its limitations. Under the Church Constitution Act 1854 
(Vic), the legislation of each diocesan synod in Victoria is binding on members of the 
Church to the extent there provided. A corporate entity affiliated with the Church, be 
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it a school or other entity is not ‘a member’. For like reasons, a provincial ordinance 
would not bind them. The corporation approach would bind them on a contractual 
basis if they were members of the corporation. It would also bind the diocesan 
corporation of a diocese outside Victoria, such as, for example, the diocese of Tasmania 
[an extra-provincial diocese within the Anglican Church of Australia]. If the process 
was to bind those office holders of a participating body who were not members of the 
Church, that would have to be achieved by possibly a contractual term of appointment. 
It therefore offers a more contemporary and effective means to bind together different 
organisations within the Anglican community who desire to come together in a 
professional standards context.629  
 
Despite this, there have still been delays in overcoming the perceived threat to diocesan independence and 
bringing the process to full fruition through the participation of all provincial dioceses. The dioceses of Bendigo 
and Melbourne, which have provided significant leadership over the past decade, have both enacted the 
Professional Standards Uniform Act by means of an Adoption Act in their diocesan synods, the provincial Scheme 
Corporation, Kooyoora Ltd, has been established with the corporations of those two diocese as inaugural members 
and the legislation took effect from 1 July 2017. However, the dioceses of Wangaratta and Gippsland have been 
hesitant in joining themselves fully to the scheme through the adoption of the Uniform Act, and instead have 
opted for the time being to draw on the corporation on a ‘fee for service’ basis.630 The minutes of the 2016 
Provincial Council reveal some of the reservations expressed by the dioceses of Gippsland and Ballarat concerning 
the set-up and operation of this provincial model, in particular that certain functions ought to be “… retained by 
the Bishop and the Diocese,” in order to avoid the perception of “‘outsourcing’ the work rather than the Church 
being seen to bear the responsibility.”631 Notwithstanding the continuing progress in Melbourne and Bendigo, the 
minutes of the most recent 2017 Provincial Council indicate that the other three provincial dioceses remain 
hesitant to commit themselves fully.632 
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Despite diocesan delays, the progress already made within the Province of Victoria to push forward a single 
provincial Scheme Corporation by means of uniform legislation demonstrates a commitment to protect the 
integrity of the Church’s mission and ministry through prevention and accountability, restore community trust 
and respond with compassion and authenticity to the needs of both complainants and respondents. Not only does 
this response adequately address the recommendations of the Royal Commission, but it also epitomises the 
ecclesial integrity of the province to make manifest the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church. Provincial 
polity, then, is not just some convenient exercise in ecclesial bureaucracy, or one among many arbitrarily imposed 
strata of authority, but is instead a providential polity capable of evidencing the marks of ecclesial authenticity by 
which the purposes and promises of God are both executed and assured, and into which an embedded Christian 
identity may flourish as both bounded yet relationally defined. 
 
Provincial Polity as Demonstrating the Four Marks of the Church 
 
The creedal affirmation that the church is One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic has as its chief concern the 
recognition and verification of the ‘true’ church, so that wherever these ‘marks’ or ‘notes’ may be discerned there 
may be no doubt that therein dwells the constant presence of the Holy Spirit in a communion which has a 
continuity that stretches both backward to its apostolic foundations, and forward to its eschatological fulfilment. 
In the most simplistic sense, to seek to discern the four creedal ‘marks’ is to seek verification that the church is 
indeed ‘Church’.633 The notes themselves are a mixture of simple affirmations, the most fundamental perhaps 
being that the church is ‘Holy’ because of the enduring presence within it of the Holy Spirit, and also more 
polemical distinctions, such as the assertion of apostolicity which was originally defended by Irenaeus and 
Tertullian as a guard against Gnosticism.634 In contrast to an overly polemicised sectarianism, Avery Dulles has 
pointed toward the impact and significance of the Second Vatican Council, within a Roman Catholic context, 
which “broke away from a merely apologetic approach to the four creedal attributes of the Church, and opened 
up for Catholics the possibility of using the notes in other ways.”635 Dulles recasts the four ‘marks’, according to 
his schematic ‘models’ of the church, as a “task for every Christian community.”636 The ‘marks’ become, therefore, 
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an expression of aspiration rather than simply descriptive: the visible community coming to display more and 
more the signs of the church which subsists already within it. Grounded in their confessional context, the marks 
are “statements of hope” born of faith which inevitably move the church toward the imperative of action as 
“messianic predicates.”637 To express belief in the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church, as the Nicene Creed 
would have us do, is to call the church to become more itself.638 Accordingly, the church’s oneness is not 
necessarily marked out by external uniformity but an “interior unity of mutual charity,” its holiness may not be 
visible when compromised by sin and scandal but nevertheless depends upon a “lived holiness of an interior 
communion with God,” it is catholic not because of its numerical or geographical extent but rather its “dynamic 
catholicity of a love reaching out to all and excluding none,” and its apostolicity is assured not through a narrowly 
interpreted juridical succession but the “perdurance of the magnanimity of the spirit that was originally poured 
forth… at Pentecost.”639 Understood according to this more generous interpretation, the four ‘marks’ assume a 
sacramental quality as signs within the visible church of the enduring gift of the Spirit in gathering and guiding 
the Christian community. These signs may be particularly discerned through a provincial polity, not as exclusive 
arbiters of ecclesial authenticity but rather as dependable characteristics which together reveal, from the inside 
out, the church becoming what it is called to be: united but not uniform, sanctified but not sanctimonious, 
embedded but not bound by context, and motivated by an apostolic mission that stretches not just forward to the 
accomplishment of God’s Kingdom but also back to the inauguration of that purpose in Creation. 
 
This conceptualisation of the four ‘marks’ avoids a destructive polemic of denouncing the ecclesial authenticity 
of the church ‘beyond’, according to a too narrowly defined and self-referential set of descriptors, while placing 
an emphasis on the means by which the church might recognise itself and be recognised by others. This 
recognition is enabled by a “visibility proper to a sacrament as a bodily expression of a divine mystery [which is] 
fully discernible only through a kind of connaturality given by grace."640 The ‘marks’, therefore, become the means 
by which the church is recognised.641 However, this recognition is dependent upon their manifestation made 
available only by grace. The discernment of the ‘marks’ of the church is, then, not simply a crude empirical 
exercise, but a spiritual discipline undertaken by and through the church itself and subject ultimately to its 
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eschatological fulfilment. This discernment is possible too with respect to each of the ‘marks’ as they relate to the 
recent resurgence of provincial polity within Victoria. 
 
Provincial Polity and the Church’s Unity 
 
That the church is one, and may be recognised by its unity, has been a central concern of both the Royal 
Commission and the Province of Victoria’s response. Challenging the fractured ‘diocesanism’ which characterises 
the Anglican Church of Australia, the Royal Commission has exposed the paucity of unity which has so eluded 
the National Church: 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald: It seems astonishing that the Anglican Church is still not 
capable of putting aside relatively minor differences to come to a common approach. 
What is the final barrier, because it seems almost inexplicable to all of us sitting on the 
outside?642 
 
The response to this challenge given in the evidence to the Commission is that diocesan autonomy remains the 
final barrier and even in Victoria, where the most advanced effort has been made to drive a unified provincial 
response, overcoming this deeply ingrained principle in the psyche of Australian Anglicanism remains the final 
hurdle to meeting the commissioner’s criticism even if only provincially and not nationally. Where the ‘national 
church’ has failed to embody the church’s unity, because of the geographical, cultural, and constitutional 
impediments outlined earlier, the province at least offers a more immediate context in which a unity of purpose 
can be pursued. The model established by the Province of Victoria embodies this unity of purpose, enabled by the 
impact of personal relationships and regular fellowship, without overwhelming each diocese’s own synodical 
processes and prerogatives. This balance has been described as characteristic of the working of the Holy Spirit in 
making manifest the unity of the church which is itself predicated on the indwelling of the Spirit as the “principle 
of unity, therefore [presupposing] an initial unity, which he himself is already bringing about.”643 Congar describes 
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the work of the Spirit as bringing unity not “by using pressure or by reducing the whole of the Church’s life to a 
uniform pattern,” but instead by “the more delicate way of communion.”644  
 
Contrasting with Hegel’s destructive dynamic of confrontation and enslavement in the recognition of self-
consciousness in the other, the Holy Spirit works within the church to enliven “one life animating many without 
doing violence to the inner experience of anyone.”645 The unity of the church, rooted in Jesus’ prayer that ‘they 
may be one’ (John 17:21), is not just an institutional coherence but a participation in the divine life and 
commitment to the divine purpose. This is an inherently relational unity, exemplified in provincial polity through 
the communion which exists and is channelled through bishops as they together represent the church to itself 
and, as president at the Eucharist, unite the gathered ecclesia with the church in every time and place to 
participate in the sacramental manifestation of the redemptive unity of heaven and earth achieved by Christ’s 
incarnation, death and resurrection.646 The unity of the church is then also, perhaps more fundamentally, a unity 
with Christ and by extension a unity with those whom Christ is especially bonded to: the poor, the oppressed and 
the sick.647 In what may seem institutionally counter-intuitive, the unity of the church in its response to sexual 
abuse (and indeed all other manifestations of sinful exercises and abuses of power) can only be achieved when it 
turns away from over-riding concerns of self-preservation and protection to a true and Christ-like unity with, and 
preference for, those whom the church has harmed: “Christian partisan support for the oppressed is intentional 
and its goal is to save the oppressor also.”648 
 
Provincial Polity and the Church’s Holiness 
 
This indwelling and agency of the Spirit, and the unity of the church with the divine life and purpose, is also at 
the heart of the affirmation that the church is holy.649 The holiness of the church as grounded in God’s holiness 
and the integral and persistent presence of the Holy Spirit makes it “an original holiness that has no analogy in 
previous history; it is objective and full, fount and source of every other personal holiness that is born in the 
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church and is developed.”650 This affirmation, of course, almost immediately gives rise to the charge that it cannot 
possibly be substantiated given the self-evident scandal of sin. The problem is fundamental to individual, not just 
ecclesial, Christian identity as even the new and redeemed life of the believer, bathed and baptised in grace at the 
outpouring of the Holy Spirit, does not entirely mitigate the sinful orientation of human nature even if, as Paul 
proclaims, it heralds freedom from slavery to sin and the working out of its destructive purpose in death (Romans 
7:22-25). The only resolution to this dilemma, for both the individual and the church, is eschatological as we, with 
Paul, “groan inwardly while we wait for adoption, the redemption of our bodies” (Romans 8:23). In the life of the 
church, as also in the spiritual pursuit of individual holiness, this struggle is a creative one: “Purity and fullness 
are the two great themes which call for and give rise, in the church, to reforms and new creations.”651 The promise 
and presence of the Spirit also brings an imperative toward holiness, sparking the creative tension between the 
persistent working of sin (Romans 7:20) and freedom from its occupation of our bodies – individual and corporate 
– with lives liberated to worship God and to share in the inheritance of Christ’s Kingdom (Romans 8:15-17). 
Holiness is revealed in the triumph of the latter over the former, that is, through the cycle of repentance and 
reconciliation which witnesses to the working of the Spirit and the dawning of a new creation. Through the work 
of the Royal Commission, the imperative toward holiness has been highlighted from outside the church, through 
the voice of the community: 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald: … isn’t it time for the Anglican Church to recognise that the 
community at large would like to see a common approach in relation to these matters 
and, in a sense based on the evidence we’ve seen, perhaps society deserves that?652 
 
Nevertheless, the work of the Province of Victoria in anticipating and responding to the concerns of the Royal 
Commission attests to the working of holiness in the church through repentance and restoration. It is in the 
confession of its past that the church witnesses to the sanctification of its future, the dynamic between “the 
communio peccatorum it acknowledges in the confession of guilt,” and the “communio sanctorum that it believes 
when it believes in the forgiveness of sin.”653 Of course, evidence of this dynamic in demonstrating holiness is not 
exclusive to a provincial polity, but in this case it has been through provincial action that an effective effort has 
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been made to witness to the holiness of God within the church by challenging an institutional culture that is too 
protective of reputation over repentance. 
 
Provincial Polity and the Church’s Catholicity 
 
The catholicity of the church relates most closely to its unity, exhibiting its internal unity as the Body of Christ 
through the extent of its geographical, and also cultural and perhaps even political, reach. The church’s catholicity 
is the means by which its local life is interrelated ‘according to the whole’ giving even the most isolated ecclesial 
context a “universal extension” which is also “incontestably an aspect of the mark of catholicity.”654 While the 
church’s unity is grounded in the fundamental, and more-or-less uncontroversial, priestly prayer that ‘they may 
be one’, the patristic origins of describing the church as ‘catholic’, “to mark the unity of an uncorrupted people,”655 
are more polemical: perhaps analogous to the way in which the word ‘orthodox’ is used within contemporary 
Anglicanism to signify authenticity of Anglican witness and identity. To describe the church as ‘catholic’ still has 
polemic associations in some parts, not least in Australia’s Diocese of Sydney, because of the word’s conflated 
identification with the Roman Catholic Church in popular parlance.656 This notwithstanding, Roman Catholic 
theology since the Second Vatican Council has been particularly concerned with broadening the conceptual 
framework in which catholicity might be understood, drawing on it to more closely define the relationship 
between particular and local churches within the catholicity of the whole: 
 
The local Church is the Church of God in a certain place, and the excellent definition 
of the diocese provided by the Second Vatican Council can be applied perfectly to that 
Church. The particular Church is the Church which presents a particular aspect, for 
example, in language (Basque, perhaps) or in the recruitment of its members (soldiers, 
for instance). It may perhaps be a diocese, part of a diocese, a group of dioceses or even 
a patriarchate (the Armenian Church, for example). This rediscovery and reassessment 
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of local or particular Churches is the work and fruit of the Second Vatican Council and, 
as Karl Rahner called it, its most novel contribution.657 
 
The tension between the nature of the church as local as well as particular is at the heart too of the conflict over 
identity raging within international Anglicanism. Whereas the Roman Catholic definition associates the local with 
the diocese, within international Anglicanism the dominance of the ‘national church’ model has pushed forward 
the autonomous member-church (erroneously designated as the ‘province’) as the complete and bounded unit of 
ecclesial polity containing and expressing the local church. An emphasis on this aspect of polity will stress the 
sufficiency of the local church’s constitutionally bound and canonically regulated self-determination. 
Alternatively, an emphasis instead on the church as particular attempts to identify the qualifiers of Anglican 
identity through its cultural, theological, linguistic and historical traits and inheritance. Accordingly, Anglican 
catholicity has little to do with constitutional or canonical norms but instead may be discerned through a variety 
of contested and often self-appointed indicators: an adherence to its Reformation heritage, a liturgical 
commitment to the Book of Common Prayer, an historical (even if irregular) pedigree from the Church of England, 
or the perpetuation of a distinctive ethos or style which is deemed authentically Anglican. This clash between the 
understanding of the local and the particular in Anglican ecclesiology presents more simplistically in the 
seemingly irreconcilable contest between autonomy and interdependence. These two aspects of the church’s 
catholicity – the concrete manifestation of the whole church within the local, and the transcendence of cultural 
and other characteristics in witness to a universal community – have become the battleground in Anglicanism’s 
culture wars.  
 
A rediscovery of provincial polity within Anglicanism has the potential to subvert this deadlock, and to provide 
some balance to the competing interests of autonomy and interdependence. This is evident in the provincial 
scheme for addressing Professional Standards in the Province of Victoria: providing a recognisable and consistent 
response to complainants, a streamlined system of redress and independent accountability under a common 
framework, while also protecting the canonical autonomy of dioceses which ‘opt-in’ to the scheme. The catholicity 
promoted through a provincial polity is not just the spatial or temporal extent of the church’s witness, but a 
witness also to the ultimate and universal authority, or ‘lordship’, of Christ.658 Catholicity, then, points beyond 
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the borders of the church and its internal structures and polity to the eschatological accomplishment of Christ’s 
assumption of all authority according to the mission of God the Father who is to be ‘all in all’ (1 Corinthians 15:24-
28). Similarly, provincial polity ultimately points beyond itself and its own communion, to its communion with 
the living God which is the foundation of its interrelatedness. This eschatological dimension of catholicity, the 
participation of the church in the mission of God for which Christ was sent, equally underscores the apostolicity 
of the church. 
 
Provincial Polity and the Church’s Apostolicity 
 
The eschatological and missional dimension of apostolicity is easily neglected in favour of a backward-looking 
apostolic witness. Clearly the apostolic nature of the church is related to its continuity and faithfulness to the 
tradition of the Apostles, it points back to an historical reality and a tangible tradition which bears out the 
authenticity of the “message of Jesus and about Jesus” as well as the authority to bear it, granted to the Apostles, 
and those whom they appointed.659 The surety of that tradition is guaranteed through the personal and intimate 
gesture of the traditio in the laying on of hands and the “public and documented succession from the apostles 
onward through the drawing up of the lists of bishops.”660 Such an emphasis rightly seeks to ensure that the 
church remains publicly accountable and the authority of its proclamation historically verifiable against the 
Gnosticism of appeals to a secret and self-appointed tradition.661 Nevertheless, its over-emphasis sees the crude 
collapse of the apostolic character of the church into a narrowly defined ‘apostolic succession’ that distorts the 
corporate witness of the church catholic into a preoccupation with the legitimation of the authority and status of 
individuals. Metropolitical authority, particularly, is susceptible to this distortion of the church’s apostolicity 
where it is reduced to conflating apostolic authority with the mere personal, and even canonical, credentials of 
archbishops.  
 
However, a reclaiming of provincial polity can offer Anglicanism a more nuanced and developed understanding 
of its own share in the apostolicity of the church. This is an apostolicity that is forward looking, missional and 
eschatological. Provincial polity, with its foundations in relationality, and metropolitical authority, with its 
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 For Irenaeus on this aspect of apostolicity, see Di Beradino 2010, 58 
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preference for the personal, tangible and verifiable, reflects an apostolicity that is able to “fill in the space between 
the Alpha and Omega by ensuring that there is a continuity between the two and a substantial identity between 
the end and the beginning.”662 Provincial polity provides a means, through the ordering of ecclesial relationships, 
by which the church can be consistently discernible and recognisable. The apostolicity which is inherent to 
metropolitical authority is not just a witness to ecclesial legitimacy but also the lived articulation within the 
church of its commission to proclaim and participate in the manifestation of God’s future as well as assuring the 
promise of God’s faithfulness and its own perseverance to that end.663  
 
The exercise of all authority within the church, and so particularly metropolitical authority which represents both 
the corporate nature of the church’s catholicity as well as the personal and tangible nature of apostolicity 
entrusted to it, is ultimately oriented toward the eschatological fulfilment of all authority under God. This balance 
is inherent to provincial polity: both the personal and the corporate, the individual and the institutional, is 
necessary for the church to inhabit both its catholicity and apostolicity. The need for this balance has been 
explored in relation to the developing nature of primacy within global Anglicanism, and its tendency to overly 
privilege personal relationships at the expense of meaningful ecclesial communion, and the critique of a trend 
toward the elevation and institutionalisation of the ‘national church’ in Anglican polity. This balance is apparent, 
however, in the Victorian provincial solution to Safeguarding, by its establishment of an independent corporation 
through which the province coordinates clearance for ministry as well as responds to complains of misconduct 
and abuse. Incorporation gives the province a ‘personality’ which can be held accountable and has clear lines of 
authority, but nevertheless stands as independent from the person of the bishop (or anyone else) within the 
dioceses. As well as a personal identity it also has institutional flexibility, able to gather different ecclesial bodies 
such as dioceses, schools and agencies, without crushing their autonomy or individual characteristics.  
 
Understanding ecclesial identity as a ‘body corporate’ is not new: Paul’s memorable description of the church as 
one body with many parts (1 Corinthians 12:12) speaks of a complex organism made up of a number of negotiated 
relationships headed by Christ, initiated through baptism, and united in the Spirit. Further, the Letters Patent of 
1847 constituting William Broughton as Metropolitan of Australia and Bishop of Sydney made that office a body 
corporate in perpetuity, able to “prosecute, claim, plead and be impleaded, defend and be defended, answer and 
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be answered … in and upon all and singular causes, actions, suits, writs, and demands, real and personal, and 
mixed, as well spiritual as temporal, and in all other things, causes and matters whatsoever.”664  
 
The strategy of the Province of Victoria in establishing a corporation is not necessarily to propose the widespread 
incorporation of provinces across Anglican polity, but it is an example of how one particular province has been 
able to effectively witness to the church’s apostolic nature, as missional, eschatological, verifiable and responsible, 
by balancing the twin apostolic concerns of personal and institutional coherence in response to a particular and 
contemporary challenge. 
                                                             
664
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– Conclusion –  
 
How do you solve the Anglican Communion? 
How do you hold back GAFCON walking out? 
How do you find a way to bring reunion? 
An Anglican Covenant? A Primates’ “gathering”? A clout! 
 
Many a thing the Primates want to tell her 
Many a thing they prob’ly oughtn’t say. 
But then who is at the helm 
Once you move beyond the Realm?  
You might as well look to the Vicar of Bray! 
 
Oh, how do you solve the Anglican Communion? 
How do you seek to tread the middle way? 
- With apologies to The Sound of Music 
 
Over the past two and a half years of doctoral research and writing, the typical reaction of those to whom I have 
explained that I am working on questions of international polity, identity, relatedness and authority within the 
Anglican Communion has been a bemused raised eyebrow, and an expression along the lines of “oh yes, and how’s 
that working out for you?” Their cynicism is perhaps justified, because ultimately at the heart of this research is 
the vexed question: how do you solve the Anglican Communion? I cannot claim, through the preceding chapters, 
to have found the definitive and determinative answer, nor have I presented a crude ‘blueprint’ for easy and instant 
implementation. However, what has been achieved through this examination of metropolitical authority and 
provincial polity within Anglicanism is, in the first place, a careful conceptual and historical analysis of the 
development of ‘the province’ in Anglican polity, giving some clarity to its distinctiveness and demonstrating that, 
rather than having ‘crept in’ as the IASCUFO report Towards a Symphony of Instruments asserts, it has a complex 
and evolving pedigree which locates it broadly within the tradition of the church in both the ‘Greek East’ and the 
‘Latin West’. Particularly, the historical exploration of Part One has highlighted the inability of Anglicanism, when 
working from a ‘national church’ paradigm, to claim an ecclesial identity that is more than just the sum of its parts. 
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Secondly, through Parts Two and Three, this research has interrogated the increasingly unchallenged axiom within 
Anglican Studies that posits the ‘national church’ as the most complete and perfect form of ecclesial organisation. 
Where once the ecclesial landscape within Anglicanism was characterised by the undulation of a complex 
geodiversity, it has, since the second half of the twentieth century, been flattened and homogenised. It is as if a 
monolithic façade has been retrofitted over the organic, and sometimes untidy and unsightly, features of the 
Anglican edifice, in order to present a Communion of uniform proportions where each ‘national church’ is slotted 
in like just another brick in the wall. Accordingly, attempts to respond to tensions and shifting foundations have 
focused on finding a ‘coping stone’ to set off and cap the edifice. Most recently the Primates have shown an eager 
readiness to bear this weight upon their own shoulders, and assert a kind of magisterial authority through 
pronouncements and ‘communiques’. It might seem that the assertion of the “shibboleth of autonomy” as integral 
to the identity of national churches within Anglicanism was in contradistinction to the increasing assumption of 
authority on the part of the Primates, and it is certainly true that proponents of the different ‘camps’ in current 
debates would be quick to champion the cause of one over the other according to their immediate outcomes. 
However, this research suggests that both the hegemony of the ‘national church’ and the dawning ‘Age of the 
Primates’ are related, as the latter is only the natural extension of a unitary, isolationist and atomised polity 
projected onto the international stage. 
 
Instead, and finally, this research proposes a rediscovery of an authentic provincial polity in reimagining the nature 
of ecclesial polity within the Anglican Communion. This is to be, necessarily, something of an ongoing proposition 
and, indeed, represents a dramatic ‘paradigm-shift’ away from current accepted norms into unexplored territory. 
This dissertation is intended to be only an early attempt to give both some impetus and form to chart a course. 
Part Four illustrates the recent potential shown by one province in the Anglican Church of Australia, as analogous 
to the Communion at large, to creatively negotiate the balance between autonomy and interdependence and 
witness to an ecclesial polity which manifestly demonstrates the church to be One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic. 
 
These three strands constitute the unique contribution of this project to the field of Anglican Studies and, more 
particularly within it, Anglican ecclesial polity: a detailed historical examination of the development of 
metropolitical authority and provincial polity within international Anglicanism; a double critique of the 
acceptance of the ‘national church’ as a fundamental unit of Anglican polity, as well as an increasingly unitary 
responsibility being claimed by the Primates for the exercise of authority within the Communion, as both 
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symptomatic of a common ‘flattened’ ecclesiology; and, the proposal for a rediscovery of a properly ‘provincial’ 
polity for the Communion. 
 
This dissertation also goes some way to answering the continued call, identified in the Methodological 
Introduction, for greater theological reflection on questions of polity as the practical outworking of ecclesiology. 
The content of this project as well as its methodological approach has taken seriously its positioning as ‘applied’ 
theology, relating together in ‘critical conversation’ the actual experience of the church through historical enquiry 
and archival research with the resources of theological, and sometimes interdisciplinary, insight. This dynamic of 
context, reflection and action has been followed at a macro level across the dissertation: the historical examination 
of Part One setting up a ‘thick description’ and providing the context in which the contemporary questions of the 
place of metropolitical authority and provincial polity must be grounded; Parts Two and Three each offering more 
sustained theological reflection and critique of the critical questions that arise; and, Part Four offering a paradigm 
for proposed action. However, this dynamic is also worked out to some extent within the structure of Parts Two, 
Three and Four as they each contain chapters which, firstly, offer some general conceptual analysis and theological 
reflection and, secondly, relate this to some more specific piece of archival research or case study analysis. In 
addition, the archival research made possible by unprecedented access to the archives of the Anglican Communion 
Office in London, and my involvement in cataloguing and digitising parts of their collection, represents a further 
contribution to the scholarly pursuit of Anglican Studies that has been an important outcome of this research. 
 
Limitations and Future Work 
 
However, this project has been necessarily limited by various factors, some of which point toward opportunities 
for further work. The timing of the research period coincided with the 2016 Primates’ Meeting which provided a 
natural opportunity for reflection on the role of the Primates within the Communion, not least because primatial 
and metropolitical identity have become conflated within Anglicanism. However, there has not been scope to 
explore in further depth the role of the Anglican Consultative Council or the Lambeth Conferences and how they 
might relate to the rediscovery of a provincial polity exercised according to principles of conciliarity and 




This dissertation is also limited by the constraints of its word count, and a significant amount of material from the 
original write up, around a third of the total, has been excluded in this final submission for this reason. This 
included a significant chapter examining the appropriation of provincial and other forms of polity within the 
‘Anglican Realignment’ movement and those churches not recognised as in communion with the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, such as the Anglican Church in North America (ACNA) and the Anglican Mission in the Americas 
(AMiA). This also examined how a reassessment of provincial polity was promoted as one possible solution for 
negotiating the conflicting theological traditions and commitments regarding the ministry of women within the 
Church of England by means of the ‘Third Province Movement’. As questions of Anglican identity and belonging 
remain deeply contested across the Communion, some further development of these issues as they relate to a 
provincial paradigm would be an important continuation of the work begun here.  
 
A significant amount of the historical discussion of Part One has also been abridged for the purposes of drawing 
out the main themes as they relate to the development of provincial polity within Anglicanism, there is doubtless 
much further work to be done within the field of ecclesiastical history to complete this beginning. While this 
research has shown a preference for highlighting the Australian example and contribution, there is much scope in 
future work to preference the experience of other member-churches of the Communion, particularly in the Global 
South. One such project might include, for example, some examination of the recent and rapid missionary 
multiplication of provinces and archbishops in Nigeria.  
 
Further work might also include some critical analysis of the impact of the personalities, characteristics and gifts 
of individuals on the exercise of metropolitical authority, not least among them the various Archbishops of 
Canterbury. I have largely refrained from entering into this kind of examination, apart from some discussion of 
the archiepiscopacy of Rowan Williams in Chapter Four, and have instead limited the focus of this research to the 
broader institutional and ecclesiological parameters of Anglican ecclesial polity.  
 
All these limitations and opportunities for future research notwithstanding, this research nevertheless provides an 
overarching historical and theological examination of the place of metropolitical authority and provincial polity 
within the Communion, raising some critical questions and challenging some of the assumptions and norms of 
Anglican ecclesial polity, as well as proposing an alternative paradigm for addressing the underlying ecclesiological 
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challenges which threaten the integrity of Anglicanism, which some recapitulation here of the central narrative of 




Part One, through its historical analysis, has sought to chart the lineage of provincial polity within Anglicanism, 
the language of which has become confused and bound up with the ‘national church’. Chapter One identifies the 
roots of the province in the pattern of Roman civil administration existing in the first centuries of the Early Church, 
with elements of its relational characteristics finding expression in the Canons of Nicaea and Antioch before being 
firmly established by the fifth century and introduced into England with Augustine in 597. At the English 
Reformation the void of authority left by the break with Rome was filled by a powerful assertion of the Royal 
Supremacy which served to hold together the ecclesial edifice of the two English provinces in a single ‘national 
church’. Chapter Two demonstrates that while the Royal Supremacy was able to serve the ‘contained catholicity’ 
of the English Church, wherever Anglicanism moved beyond these bounds and the Royal Supremacy was either 
found wanting (as in Scotland), thrust off (as in the United States) or pushed to contain more than a single nation 
(as in the ‘United Church of England and Ireland’) it proved insufficient and what results are largely unitary 
churches formed along national lines with, internally, various forms of adapted and abolished expressions of 
provincial polity and, internationally, only a vague relational identity as ‘Anglican’ but with no claim to be a 
‘Communion’. Chapter Three takes up the formation of something we might recognisably identify as the ‘Anglican 
Communion’ in the nineteenth century, following the expansion of the British Empire, where the Royal Supremacy 
again proves itself insufficient to hold together the burgeoning internationalism of Anglicanism. Instead, for the 
first time more intentional effort is made to imagine what a provincial polity might look like as autonomous 
churches relate across the British Empire and beyond it, looking to the Archbishop of Canterbury to minister in 
new ways and advocating self-government through synods and ecclesial expression by means of new ‘pan-
Anglican’ fora such as the Lambeth Conferences. 
 
Part Two examines the key definitional category of the ‘national church’ which has, since the twentieth century, 
supplanted any kind of meaningful provincial polity within the Communion. Chapter Four identifies the origins 
of this between 1900 and 1920 as there developed a profound belief in the providence of the ‘nation’ with little 
regard for a ‘universal’ church, and this was continued until after the Second World War as evidenced through the 
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language of Lambeth Conference resolutions which show a marked shift toward ‘nationalism’ by 1930. 
Unsurprisingly the language of ‘nationalism’ as it relates to Anglican ecclesiology goes out of favour in 1948 and is 
replaced by the perhaps more neutral terminology of ‘provinces’: however, the patterning of the church along 
national lines remained, leading to a conflation of provincial and national church polities which remains confused. 
Furthermore, the Anglican conceptualisation of the ‘national church’ is crudely defined, and some reflection on 
how the concept of the ‘nation’ has developed in International Relations helps to nuance its ecclesial employment 
and, in fact, turn us back to a more authentic provincial polity. Chapter Five sets out on a close reading of provincial 
constitutions to enable some discernment of how provincial polity might nevertheless be expressed (and be 
perhaps lying latent) within the foundational documents of national churches, a project enabled by extensive 
access to the archives of the Anglican Communion Office. There is a relatively well defined and consistent 
articulation of metropolitical authority within provinces, not least because of a push facilitated by the Anglican 
Communion Office in the 1960s and 70s toward autonomy and independence, but there is much greater diversity 
and vagueness in defining their place within the Anglican Communion and the role of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury in relation to their own internal polity. In short, there is generally no real reckoning for how provincial 
polity might operate inter-provincially. 
 
Part Three examines the nature of primacy, the proliferation of which has become a peculiarly Anglican 
phenomenon since the second half of the twentieth century. It has also become the vehicle by which this 
accounting for how provinces ought to relate has been driven. Nevertheless, it is also a confused and 
underdeveloped concept which requires further exploration. Chapter Six explores the terminology of primacy, 
particularly the often-repeated tropes of primus inter pares, prima sedes, and ‘primacy of honour’, the 
interpretation of which is not so self-evident as sometimes supposed but, in fact, largely unhelpful and deeply 
contested, not least ecumenically. Ultimately, confusion over these terms point to the fundamental controversy 
over whether primacy is purely honorific or whether it has an inherent attendant authority. This has been an 
Anglican dilemma too since at least the dispute between York and Canterbury as Primates of ‘England’ and ‘All 
England’ respectively, and it is now being taken up afresh through the Primates’ Meetings. Chapter Seven examines 
the antecedents of the Primates’ Meetings: the Lambeth Consultative Body and the Advisory Council on Missionary 
Strategy. The replacement of these bodies by the Anglican Consultative Council in 1968 sets up a tension between 
that body and the Primates, which persists, chiefly over the question of which should exercise real authority and 
responsibility for the life of the Communion. The balance between these competing claims has been tipped toward 
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the Primates since at least 1998 as the Primates have sought to exercise an ‘enhanced’ responsibility, most recently 
evidenced by an extraordinary assertion of authority at the 2016 Primates’ Meeting. 
 
Part Four turns to the case study of the Anglican Church of Australia, which has been called a ‘microcosm’ of the 
Communion. Chapter Eight tests this claim through an examination of the prevalence of ‘diocesanism’, in parallel 
to the claim for ‘provincial autonomy’ within the Communion, as the principal comparison drawn between the 
two. The power of ‘diocesanism’ bears out the claim that the Australian context provides something of a 
‘microcosm’ which might prove instructive for the Communion. Chapter Nine then follows this with an exposition 
of a recent revival of provincial polity within the Australian church whereby the Province of Victoria has driven a 
response to issues of Professional Standards and Safeguarding that witnesses to an ecclesial polity that manifests 
the four ‘marks’ of the church: that it is one, in achieving a unified approach according to unity with the Divine 
purpose; that it is holy, in participating in the work of holiness through repentance and restoration; that it is 
catholic, in demonstrating the principles of recognisability, faithfulness and intensity of communion across the 
province while protecting the integrity of diocesan autonomy; and that it is apostolic, in balancing the ‘corporate’ 
and the ‘personal’ identity of the church, witnessing to its legitimacy, holding it accountable and furthering the 




The Australian example gives some insight into how a provincial polity can creatively engage with contextual 
challenges, prioritise relationality, and witness to a vision of the church that is both holistic and locally grounded. 
However, the recovery of a provincial polity for the Communion is unlikely to achieve a neat and tidy ordering of 
the ecclesial household, and much less produce a simple and straightforward ‘shop window’ that can be easily 
represented with a logo, slogan and website. A recovery of provincial polity is to find the identity of the 
Communion in the myriad of relationships between and within its provinces, relationships not only between 
metropolitan archbishops but at every level, measured not just by their extent, but also by their intensity.  
 
The call to recover a provincial polity is a call to messiness, confusion, complexity but, ultimately, authenticity. 
Martyn Percy is among those theologians calling for an embrace of this kind of vision for Anglicanism, reminding 
us that “rich and dense ecclesial communities are also complex; so it is not so easy to be simple and clear, as some 
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may hope.”665 Percy further points out that the images Jesus invokes for the Kingdom of God are “untidy”: vines, 
“a sprawling, knotted plant that requires patience and careful husbandry,” and mustard seeds, “an ungainly 
sprawling shrub that can barely hold up a bird’s nest.”666 I am indebted to Martyn Percy for suggesting to me the 
image of a ‘coping stone’ as something of a key to unlocking the answer to the question, “How do you solve the 
Anglican Communion?” A coping stone sets off and caps an edifice, not only aesthetically but also with practical 
effect: it holds the whole together, to cope is – after all – to bear up under the weight of something.  
 
Instead, I might offer another masonry metaphor for a vision of Anglicanism that seeks to model a provincial 
polity. That is of a fan-vaulted ceiling, with ribs outstretched and interconnected, each balanced by the other, 
pushing out beyond the centre and drawing what is distant closer.667 Of course, if not perfectly proportioned it 
can be a precariously untidy picture; with no small risk that the roof falls in! Nevertheless, its ultimate form is 
secured in the eschatological promise that all our relationships are held in Christ (2 Cor 5:1-5). Robert Runcie 
evoked the same analogy at the 1988 Lambeth Conference, reflecting on the pillars of Canterbury Cathedral: 
 
In their strength they seem to stand on their own feet, symbols of strong foundations 
and sturdy independence. Yet their strength is an illusion. Look up and you see the 
pillars converting into arches which are upheld, not by independence, but through 
inter-dependence.668  
 
Reflecting on the vaulted ceiling of King’s College Chapel in Cambridge, John Betjeman sets before us a vision of 
that which might be our ecclesiological hope:  
 
And with what rich precision the stonework soars and springs 
To fountain out a spreading vault – a shower that never falls… 
 
May the ongoing discernment of the working out of Anglican polity, to which this dissertation may make some 
contribution, continue to “buttress with prayer this vaulted roof, so white and light and strong.”669  
                                                             
665 Percy 2012, 135 
666 Percy 2012, 135 
667 Percy does allude to this image in reference to the ‘ecclesial canopy’ of a Gothic cathedral described by John Milbank. Percy 2012, 16 
668 Runcie 1989, 23 
669 Betjeman 2005, 101 
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ACC/CH/CONST/1 Aotearoa, NZ & Polynesia to Canada 
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- Project for creation of Province of Burundi 
- Comments on draft constitution of Burundi, Rwanda and Zaire. 
- David Chaplin comments of draft constitution of Burundi, Rwanda and Zaire 
- 1979 Final Text of Constitution of the Province of Burundi, Rwanda and Zaire. 
 (c1) The Anglican Church of Canada 
- 1953 Constitution and Canons Provincial Synod of British Columbia 
- 1967 Constitution and Canons Provincial Synod of Rupert’s Land 
- 1964 Constitution Rules of Order and Canons of the Diocese of Cariboo 
- 1961 Canons of the Diocese of Moosonee 
- 1969 Constitution and Canons of the Diocese of Qu’Appelle 
- 1970 Constitution and Canons of the Provincial Synod of the Province of Ontario 
- 1893 General Synod Constitution – photocopy 
- 1964 Bishop Bayne Archdeacon Maddocks Correspondence 
- Provincial Response to 1965 survey of Constitutions and Doctrinal Documents 
ACC/CH/CONST/2 Central Africa to Ireland 
(c2) Church of the Province of Central Africa 
- Standing Rules for Synod 
- 1978 Diocese of Mashonaland Pastoral Regulations 
- 1969 w/ 1972 Amendments Constitution and Canons 
- 1995 Draft Constitution for proposed Province of Malawi and Zambia 
- 1974 Anglican Council in Malawi Constitution 
- Constitution of the Diocese of Northern Rhodesia 
 (c3) The Anglican Church in Central America 
- 1994 Constitution and Canons of the Anglican Church of the Central America Region 
- 1989 Preparatory documents 
 (c4) The Province of the Anglican Church of the Congo 
- 1992 Constitution revised 1997 
- 1991 Draft Constitution with comments by Joan Antcliff 
- 1991 French Constitution 
- Draft with comments by David Chaplin 
- 1992 Correspondence Secretary General to Philip Risdale 
 (h1) Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui 
- 1998 Constitution – Final Draft 
- 1998 Canons of the Province. 
 (i1) The Church of the Province of the Indian Ocean 
- Diocese of Mauritius Constitution 
- Diocese of Mauritius Constitution – Additional Material 
- 1973 Projet La Province Ecclesiastique de l’Ocean Indien: La Constitution (French) 
- 1969 Draft Constitution Province of the South West Indian Ocean 
- Earlier draft of 1969 Draft Constitution 
 (i2) The Church of Ireland 






ACC/CH/CONST/3 Japan to Philippines  
 (j1) Nippon Sei Ko Kai 
- 1971 Constitution and Canons 
- 2013 Constitution 
 (j2) The Episcopal Church in Jerusalem and the Middle East 
- 1976 Constitutions of the Central Synod and Constituent Dioceses 
- 1976 Constitution of the Middle East 
- 1975 Correspondence regarding constitution of Cathedral Church of St George 
- 1982 Revised Constitution 
 
 (k1) The Anglican Church of Kenya 
- 1979 Revised Constitution 
- 1970 Constitution 
- 1961 Constitution of the Diocese of Nakuru 
- Undated Constitution of the Diocese of Mombasa 
- Provincial Response (East Africa) to 1965 survey of Constitutions and Doctrinal 
Documents 
- 1960 East Africa Constitution 
 (k2) The Anglican Church of Korea 
- 2010 Constitution 
- 1973 Revised Constitution 
- 1965 English Translation of Constitution and Canons 
 (m1) The Anglican Church of Melanesia 
- 1994 Circular regarding Amendments to Constitution 
- 1973 Constitution 
 (m2) La Iglesia Anglicana de Mexico 
- ??? 
 (m3) The Church of the Province of Myanmar 
- 1967 Instrument of Separation, with seal of Bishop of Calcutta. 
- 1969 Proposed Constitution 
- 1970 Constitution 
 (n1) The Church of Nigeria (Anglican Communion) 
- 1977 Draft Constitution 
 (n2) The Church of North India (United) 
- 2006 Constitution and Bye-Laws 
 (p) The Church of Pakistan (United) 
- 1973 Constitution of the Church of Pakistan 
 (p1) The Anglican Church of Papua New Guinea 
- 1977 Provincial Constitution and Canons 
- Diocese of PNG (Ang Church of Australia) 1971 Canons 
 (p2) The Episcopal Church in the Philippines 
- 1999 Constitution and Canons and Charter of National Cathedral 
- 1988 Constitution and Canons approved in National Convention 
- 1966 Philippine Episcopal Church Constitution and Canons 
- 1988 The Ecclesiality of the Philippine Independent Church – Ambrosio Manaligod 
- Declaration of Faith and Articles of Religion of the P.I.C 
- 1976 Statement on Church Mission 
- 1961 Constitution and Canons of the P.I.C. 
- 1988 Autonomy Issue – Journal of Ministry – Philippine Episcopal Church 
- 2003 Catechism and Historical Documents of the Church 
ACC/CH/CONST/4 Rwanda to Tanzania 
 (r) Province de l’Eglise Anglicane au Rwanda 
- 1998 Constitution 
- Project of creation of Province of Rwanda – explanatory document 
- 1995 Final Draft Constitution 
- 1992 Draft Constitution 
- 1992 Resolution by Joint Standing Committee and comments on draft 
- Guidelines for Provincial Constitutions and Metropolitical Authority – unknown pub. 
 (s1) Scottish Episcopal Church 
- 1973 Code of Canons 
- 1980 Proposals for a General Synod documents 
 (s2) Church of the Province of South East Asia 
- 1996 Province of Anglican Church in S.E. Asia Constitution 
- 1975 Constitution of the Council of the Church of East Asia. 
- 1966 Diocese of Singapore and Malaya Constitution 
- Constitution of the East Asia Churches and Councils 
- 1948 Constitution and Canons of the Chung Hua Sheng Kung Hui 
- History and Organization of the Council of the Church of East Asia, by Bp James Pong. 
- 1962, am. 1968 Constitution of Diocese of Sabah 
 (s4) The Anglican Church of Southern Africa 
- 2005 Constitution and Schedule 
- 1988 Constitution and Canons 
- 1989 Provincial Synod Agenda Book – Measures to Amend the Constitution and Canons. 
- History of the United Evangelical Church in Angola 
- 1976 United Evangelical Church Anglican Communion in Angola – Statutes 





 (s5) The Anglican Church of South America 
- 1966 Dioceses of Chile, Bolivia and Peru Constitution 
- 1986 Copy of Constitution 
- 1966 Dioceses of Chile, Bolivia and Peru Statutes 
- Undated Constitution 
- Undated Constitution of the Southern Cone 
 (s6) Province of the Episcopal Church of South Sudan and Sudan 
- 2011 Revised Constitution 
- 1976 Constitution 
- Undated Constitution 
- Draft Constitution 
- 1975 Consultative Document on the Episcopal Church of the Sudan 
- Province of the Sudan – Suggested Order of Procedure 
- 1973 Memo Provided by the Very Rev. Henry Okullu 
- Comments of Dr Max Warren on reading letter of Professor John Mbiti 
- 1972 Letter of John Mbiti to Bishop Oliver Allisan  
 (t) The Anglican Church of Tanzania 
- 1998 Email memo change of name to “Anglican Church of Tanzania” 
- 1970 Constitution 
- 1959 Diocese of Zanzibar Synod and Constitution 
ACC/CH/CONST/5 Uganda to Lusitanian Church 
 (u1) The Church of the Province of Uganda 
- 1972 Constitution, amended 1994 
- 1967 Church of Uganda Rwanda and Burundi – Ten Year Plan 
- 1972 Constitution, Uganda, Rwanda, Burundi and Boga-Zaire 
- 1970 Memorandum form the Canon Law and Constitution Commission on Draft Revised 
Provincial Constitution 
- 1970 Revised Constitution 
- Provincial Response to 1965 survey of Constitutions and Doctrinal Documents 
- 1961 Deed of Relinquishment, Archbishop of Canterbury 
- 1961 Deed of Relinquishment, Archbishop of Canterbury copy. 
 (u2) The Episcopal Church in the United States of America 
- 1983 Constitution and Canons the Convocation of American Churches in Europe 
- 1973 Canons on new forms of Ministry 
 (w1) The Church in Wales 
- Undated Constitution 
 (w2) The Church of the Province of West Africa 
- Undated Explanatory Memorandum by Archbishop of Canterbury (Fisher) and proposed 
constitution 
- 1963, Revised 1967, Constitution 
- Undated Constitution 
- 1989 Constitution and Canons 
- 1990 Revised Constitution and Canons 
- 1982 Constitution of the Diocese of Gambia and Guinea 
- 1963 Marriage Canons 
 (w3) The Church in the Province of the West Indies 
- Journal of the Thirtieth Provincial Synod Vols 1 & 2 
- Constitution and Canons as of 2010 
- 1959 Constitution and Canons 
 Extra-Provincial Churches 
 (y1) The Church of Ceylon 
- 1954, Faith with Order: The Constitution of the Church of India, Pakistan, Burma and 
Ceylon 
- 1955 Scheme of Church Union in Ceylon,3rd Revised Edition 
- 1980 Constitution of the Diocese of Colombo 
- 1982 On to the Nineteen Eighties: Report of the Commission for a Plan of Advance for the 
Diocese of Colombo in the Church of Ceylon 
- Constitution of the Malankara Mar Thoma Syrian Church 
- 2007 Constitution 
 (y3) Diocese of Bermuda 
- 1998 ‘Provincial Alignment Dilemma’ Bachelor dissertation by Carl Williams 
- 1984 Constitution of the Synod of the Anglican Church of Bermuda 
- 1984 Regulations for Standing Orders for the Synod of the Diocese of Bermuda 
- 1984 Regulations of Synod Relating to the Establishment of the Cathedral Chapter of the 
Diocese of Bermuda 
- A proposed Constitution for the Diocese of Bermuda 
- 1983 Correspondence between David Chaplin and George Ellison concerning proposed 
constitution and standing orders. 
- 1961 Bermuda: Church Vestries Act 
- 1878 – 1931 The Synod Acts and Constitution and Other Acts Relating the powers and 
duties of the Synod 
 (y4) The Lusitanian Church 
- 1988 Constitution 
- 1980 Portuguese liturgy of integration into the Anglican Communion 
- The Iberian Churches: Report to the Archbishop of Canterbury by the Commission 
appointed to consider the application by the Lusitanian Church and the Spanish Reformed 
Episcopal Church for full integration into the Anglican Communion 
- Address prepared by Henry Chadwick and John Howe  
- 1980 John Howe sermon on occasion of integration  
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RECORD GROUP V 
Primates’ Meetings 
 
ACC/PM/5 PRIMATES’ MEETING – SECRETARY GENERAL – 2003 
-   Obsolete Papers 
-   Email correspondence relating to planning 
-   Travel Database CD-ROM 
-   Gifts 
-   Mailing 
-   Spouses’ Programme 
-   Photographs and travel arrangements 
-   Badges Layout 
-   Other Correspondence 
 PRIMATES’ MEETING – BRAMADO, BRAZIL – MAY 2003 
-   Names and contact details of Primates. 
-   Brazil Sermon – Rowan Williams 
-   Ecumenical Affairs 
-   Draft Pastoral Letter 
-   Briefings by various Primates 
-   Bible Studies 
-   Anglican Indigenous Network Report 
-   Selected Press Reports 
-   Regional Groups 
-   True Union in the Body 
-   Planning and Administrative Details 
ACC/PM/6 PRIMATES’ MEETING – SECRETARY GENERAL – 2005 
-   Draft Communique 
-   Various Correspondence 
-   Draft Agenda 
-   Secretary General Notices 
-   Bible Study Groups 
-   Programme 
-   Windsor Report – Questions for the Primates 
-   Programme for Wives 
-   Q&As 
-   Moral Equivalence? Concerning the actions of the Dioceses of  
   New Westminster and New Hampshire 
-   Windsor Report 
-   Report of Design Group for Lambeth 2008 
-   IASCER Resolutions 
-   Budget   
 PRIMATES’ MEETING – DROMANTINE, NORTHERN IRELAND – 2005 
-   Planning Meeting notes 
-   Further thoughts on finding a way forward in the USA – Francis Bridger 
-   Correspondence Namirembe Diocese 
-   Correspondence Church of Uganda 
-   A Fresh Look at the Windsor Report Consultation 
-   Correspondence Frank Griswold 
-   ACNS Reports 
-   Various Correspondence 
-   Anglican Communion: A Growing Reality lectures at VTS 
-   Correspondence regarding attendance 
-   Windsor Report Reception Reference Group Report on Responses 
-   Correspondence regarding Anglican Mainstream 
-   Correspondence from Bishop of New Hampshire regarding attendance 
-   Windsor Report 
-   Communique and follow up 
 PRIMATES’ MEETING – SECRETARY GENERAL – 2007 
-   Draft Agenda 
-   Press Releases  
-   Communique 
-   Correspondence from Archbishop of Nigeria 
-   Correspondence from Global South 
-   “Provinces committed/inclined/divided to inclusion/exclusion” 
-   Report of the Covenant Design Group 
-   TEAC 
-   Something in Common: principals and practices of worldwide Anglicanism
  
-   Proposal for Study of the way Anglican interpret Bible 
-   Anglican UN Reports 






 PRIMATES’ MEETING – DAR ES SALAAM, TANZANIA – 2007 
-   Correspondence from Archbishop of Cape Town including paper  
   ‘The Heartlands of Anglicanism’ 
-   ACNS Reports 
-   Correspondence with Primates 
-   Financial arrangements 
-   Local arrangements 
-   Millennium Development Goals 
-   Panel of Reference 
-   Pastoral Response to Primates regarding General Convention 06 
-   Worship arrangements 
-   “What might happen at the Primates’ Meeting?” 
-  
ACC/PM/7 PRIMATES’ MEETING – ALEXANDRIA, EGYPT – 2009 
-   Invitations and Responses 
-   Draft Programme 
-   List of Participants 
-   A Lambeth Commentary 
-   Business Agenda 
-   Frequency of Lambeth Discussion  
-   Covenant – St Andrew’s Draft Text 
-   Summary of Lambeth Indaba 
-   Windsor Continuation Group Report 
-   TEAC 
-   NIFCON 
-   Anglican Relief and Development Meeting Minutes 
-   Christian Responses to the Current Financial Situation 
-   IASCUFO 
-   ‘Pastoral Visitors’ A Task Specification 
-   Concerns about the Situation in Sudan 
-   Now... and Today: Bible Studies on the Gospel of Luke 
-   ACNS Reports 
-   Funding of future Primates’ Meetings 
-   Dedication of St Mark’s Pro Cathedral, Alexandria 2009 
-  
-   Correspondence between ABC and Primate of Nigeria 
-   Correspondence from Bishop of Oxford regarding appointment of  
   Bishop of Reading 
-   Planning material 
-   Background material to ‘sanctions’ 
-   Anglican UN Correspondence 
-   Windsor Continuation Group Report 
-   Practical Arrangements 
-   General Correspondence with Primates and others 
-  
-   Programme 
-   Draft letter to the Patriarchate of Moscow and all Russia 
-   Statement of Concern about the Situation in Gaza 
-   Primates and the Primates’ Meeting Background and Constitution 
-   Guidelines for the creation of new provinces and dioceses 
-   ACC Report and Financial Statements 
-   Material from the Anglican Church of Canada 
-   Various duplicate material 
-    
 PRIMATES’ MEETING – DUBLIN, IRELAND – 2011 
-   Draft daily programme 
-   Aide Memoire & Minutes 
-   Local arrangements 
-   Primates’ Contact Details 
-   Draft letters to Primates not attending 
-   Private letters  
-   Public statements 
-    
-   Resolutions of ACC4 
-   Annotated Aide Memoire & Minutes with notes 
-   Preparing for the Conversation – from the Facilitation Team 
-   Memorandum regarding voting for Primates’ Standing Committee 
-   Final copies of Private Letters to world and religious leaders 
-   Gender Based Violence 
-   Open Letter to the President of Zimbabwe 
-   Brief summary of the Church of Ireland 
-   Attendance and Registration Forms 
 
-   Accommodation arrangements 
-   Memorandum regarding Increased Representation of the Primates on the 
   Standing Committee 
-   Excerpts from Ecumenical Agreements on Primacy 
-   Primates’ Meeting Daily Press Briefings 
      Practical arrangements and logistics  
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Extract from ACO Archives Index – Digitised Constitutions and Primates’ Meetings 
 
RECORD GROUP XIII 
DIGITISED RECORD COLLECTION 
Current Constitutions and Canons 
T:\Archiving\Provincial Constitutions and Canons\Digitised Records - Constitutions and Canons 
 
C(A1)C1 Constitution of the Anglican Church in Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia 2008 
 
C(A1)C2 TE POUHERE O TE HAHI MIHINARE KI AOTEAROA KI NIU TIRENI,  
KI NGA MOUTERE O TE MOANA NUI A KIWA 2008 
 
C(A2)CCN1 The Constitution, Canons and Rules of the Anglican Church of Australia 2014 
 
C(B1)C1  Constituição Igreja Episcopal Anglicana do Brasil (IEAB) 2016 
 
C(B1)CN1 Cânones Gerais Igreja Episcopal Anglicana do Brasil (IEAB) 2016 
 
C(B2)C1 Constitution of Episcopal Church of the Province of Burundi 1992 
 
C(C1)CCN1 Handbook of the General Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada 2013 
 
C(C2)C1 Constitution and Canons of the Church of the Province of Central Africa 1996 
 
C(C4)C1 Constitution de l’Association Sans But Lucratif (ASBL) l’Eglise Anglicane du Congo 2007 
 
C(H1)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Province of Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui 1998 
 
C(I1)C1 La Province Ecclesiastique de L’Ocean Indien: La Constitution 1973 
 
C(I2)C1 The Constitution of the Church of Ireland 2003, and an appendix containing: 
   
  The standing orders of the General Synod 
  
 The provisions relating to the constitution, duties and powers of the Standing Committee and 
the Board of Education of the General Synod 
   
  Section twenty of the Irish Church Act, 1869 (as operative) 
   
  Sections 2, 3, 4, 5 and 8 of the Glebe Lands, Representative Church Body, Ireland, Act 1875 
   
  Sections one to five of the Trustee Churches (Ireland) Act, 1884 
   
  Index to the provisions of the Constitution 
 
C(J2)C1 Constitution of the Central Synod of the Episcopal/Anglican Church in Jerusalem and the Middle East 1980 
 
C(K1)C1 Anglican Church of Kenya Constitution 2003 
 
C(K2)C1 대한성공회헌장및법규 (Korea) 2010 
 
C(M1)CCN1 Constitution of the Anglican Church of Melanesia 2008 
 
C(M2)CCN1 CONSTITUCIÓN Y CÁNONES DEL SÍNODO GENERAL DE LA IGLESIA ANGLICANA DE MEXICO 2002 
 
C(M3)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Church of the Province of Myanmar (Burmese) 2016 
 
C(N2)C1 Constitution of the Church of North India 2005 (Contents only) 
 
C(P)C1 Constitution of the Church of Pakistan 1973 
 
C(R)CN1 Province of the Anglican Church of Rwanda Code of Canon Law 2008 
 
C(S1)C1 Scottish Episcopal Church Code of Canons 2014 
 
C(S1)CN1 Scottish Episcopal Church Digest of Resolutions 2014 
 
C(S2)C1 Constitution of the Province of the Anglican Church in South East Asia 1996 
 
C(S5)CCN1 The Anglican Church of the Southern Cone of America Constitution and Canons 1985 
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C(S6)C1 Constitution and Canons of the Province of the Episcopal Church of South Sudan and Sudan 2011 
 
C(U1)CN1 Provincial Canons of the Church of the Province of Uganda 1997 
 
C(U2)CCN1 The Episcopal Church Constitution and Canons 2015 
 
C(W1)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Church in Wales 2010 
 
C(W2)C1 Church of the Province of West Africa Constitution and Canons 1990 
 
C(W2)CA1 Church of the Province of West Africa Constitutional Amendments 2003 
 
C(W2)CA2 Church of the Province of West Africa Constitutional Amendments 2011 
 
C(W2)CA3a Church of the Province of West Africa Constitutional Amendments 2012a 
 
C(W2)CA3b Church of the Province of West Africa Constitutional Amendments 2012b 
 
C(W3)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Church in the Province of the West Indies 2001 
 
 
----- It has not been confirmed that the following files are the most up-to-date available ----- 
 
X-C(C3)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Anglican Church of the Central America Region 1994 
 
X-C(P1)C1 Provincial Constitution of the Anglican Church of Papua New Guinea 1977 
 
X-C(P2)CCN1 Constitution and Canons of the Episcopal Church in the Philippines and the Charter of the National 
Cathedral 1999 
 
X-C(R)C1 Constitution of the Province of the Episcopal Church of Rwanda (English and French) 1998 
 
X-C(T)C1 Constitution of the Church of the Province of Tanzania 1970 
 




T:\Archiving\Primates' Meetings\Digitised Records – Primates 
 
P(1978)M Committee of Primates Meetings, Kent UK, 1978 – Minutes 
 
P(1979)A Primates’ Meeting, Ely, 1979 – Agenda 
 
P(1979)M Primates’ Meeting, Ely, 1979 – Minutes 
 
P(1979)MAPPA-G Primates’ Meeting, Ely, 1979 – Minutes’ Appendices A-G 
 
  Appendix A: Letter from Bishop Howe to the Primates of the Anglican Communion, 26th June 
  1979 
  Appendix B: ACC-4, Resolution 4: Response to ARCIC Statements  
  Appendix C: ACC-4 Resolution 14/2(a)(b) 
  Appendix D: Guidelines concerning women priests who visit other provinces 
  Appendix E: Authority - Account of discussion 
  Appendix F: Contributions to the Costs of the Primates' Meeting 1979 
  Appendix G: Press Statement 
 
P(1981)A Primates’ Meeting, Washington DC, 1981 – Agenda 
 
P(1981)M Primates’ Meeting, Washington DC, 1981 – Minutes 
 
P(1981)MAPPA-D Primates’ Meeting, Washington DC, 1981 – Minutes’ Appendices A-D 
 
 Appendix A: Extract from the 1948 Lambeth Conference Committee Report on "The Anglican 
Communion" pp 84-86 
Appendix B: Theological Reflections on the Primates' Meeting 
Appendix C: Press Statement 
Appendix D: Hospitality in the United States of America 
 
P(1983)AAAPPA-D Primates’ Meeting, Limuru, 1983 – Agenda & Agenda’s Appendices A-D 
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Appendix A: Primates' Meetings - History, Nature and Expectations 
Appendix B: The Book of Common Prayer and Anglican Unity 
Appendix C: Life and Peace, Christian World Conference Uppsala April 1983 
Appendix D: Financing of Primates' Meeting October 1983 
 
P(1983)MMAPPA-I Primates’ Meeting, Limuru, 1983 – Minutes & Minutes’ Appendices A-I 
 
Appendix A: Report of the Sub-Group on the question 'How does the Anglican Communion 
retain its traditional sense of unity?' 
Appendix B: A Christian Comment on Certain Development in Islamic Countries (Restricted) 
Appendix C: Report of the Sub-Group on Refugees 
Appendix D: Report of the Sub-Group on Peace and Justice 
Appendix E: Peace and Justice 
Appendix F: Statement by Archbishop of New Zealand, Paul Reeves, on Bishopric of Aotearoa 
Appendix G: Report of the Sub-Group on 'Anglican/WCC Follow-Up and Ecumenical Affairs' 
Appendix H: Communique 
Appendix I: Resolution from the ACC Standing Committee 1982 concerning the financing of 
Primates' Meetings 
 
P(1986)A Primates’ Meeting, Toronto, 1986 – Agenda 
 
P(1986)M Primates’ Meeting, Toronto, 1986 – Minutes 
 
P(1986)MAPPA-H Primates’ Meeting, Toronto, 1986 – Minutes’ Appendices A-H 
 
  Appendix A: Lambeth Conference 1988 Planning Chart 
Appendix B: Lambeth Conference 1988 Financing 
Appendix C: Archives of the Episcopal Church Proposal to the Primates of the Anglican 
Communion 
Appendix D: Confidential Memorandum to Primates on the Exchange of Letters between Pope 
John Paul II and the Archbishop of Canterbury on the Ordination of Women to the Priesthood 
Appendix E: Statement on Women in the Episcopate 
Appendix F: Memorandum and Recommendations of the Anglican/Oriental Orthodox Churches 
Forum 
Appendix G: Mission and Social Issues 
Appendix H: Lambeth Conference 1988 – Publications 
 
P(1988)M Primates’ Meeting, Extraordinary, 1988 – Minutes 
 
P(1989)A Primates’ Meeting, Cyprus, 1989 – Agenda 
 
P(1989)M Primates’ Meeting, Cyprus, 1989 – Minutes 
 
P(1989)MAPPA-F Primates’ Meeting, Cyprus, 1989 – Minutes’ Appendices A-F  
 
Appendix A: Archbishop of Canterbury's Opening Address 
Appendix B: Report of the Archbishop of Canterbury's Commission on Communion and Women 
in the Episcopate (Eames Report) 
Appendix C: Draft Common Declaration 
Appendix D: A Decade of Evangelism 
Appendix E: The Ecumenical Task - To model what we are called to become 
Appendix F: A Memorial to Michael Ramsey 
 
P(1989AP)MandS Primates’ Meeting (Asia-Pacific), Cyprus, 1989 – Minutes and Statement 
 
P(1989JMofP&SCofACC)- 
M&MAPPA-E Joint Meeting of Primates and Standing Committee of ACC, Cyprus, 1989 – Minutes and Minutes’ 
Appendices A-B 
  Appendix A: The Anglican Communion - Identity and Authority 
 Appendix B: Aide-Memoire of a Joint Meeting of Primates and ACC Finance Sub-Committee in 
Larnaca 1 May 1989 
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P(1990SCofP) 
M&MAPPA-C Standing Committee of Primates, Lambeth, 1990 – Minutes and Minutes’ Appendices A-C 
Appendix A: Primates' Meeting April 1991 Programme and Timetable 
Appendix B: Amendment of Constitution - August 1990 
Appendix C: Confidential Report of the Primates' Special Committee for the Anglican Centre in 
Rome 
 
P(1991)A Primates’ Meeting, Newcastle, 1991 – Agenda 
 
P(1991)M Primates’ Meeting, Newcastle, 1991 – Minutes 
 
P(1991)S Primates’ Meeting, Newcastle, 1991 – Statement 
 
P(1991JMofP&SCofACC)M Joint Meeting of Primates’ and Standing Committee of ACC, Newcastle, 1991 – Minutes 
 
P(1993)M Primates’ Meeting, Cape Town, 1994 – Minutes 
 
P(1994SCofP)M Standing Committee of Primates, Bramley, 1994 – Minutes 
 
P(1995)A Primates’ Meeting, Windsor, 1995 – Agenda 
 
P(1995)M&MAPPA-D Primates’ Meeting, Windsor, 1995 – Minutes and Minutes’ Appendices A-D 
 
Appendix A: Archbishop of Canterbury's Opening Address - Leadership 
Appendix B: Christian Leadership for the Third Millennium, address by Bishop Bennett J Sims 
Appendix C: Reports from Theme Groups 
Appendix D: Reports from Regional Groups  
 
P(1995)PL Primates’ Meeting, Windsor, 1995 – Pastoral Letter 
 
P(1997)M Primates’ Meeting, Jerusalem, 1997 – Minutes 
 
P(1997)MAPPA-F Primates’ Meeting, Jerusalem, 1997 – Minutes’ Appendices A-F 
 
Appendix A: Archbishop of Canterbury's Sermon at Evensong 
Appendix B: Archbishop of Canterbury's Address to the Primates - World and Culture a 
Theological Examination 
Appendix C: Report to Joint Standing Committee - Director of Ecumenical Affairs and Relations 
Appendix D: Communications Report 
Appendix E: Mission and Evangelism 
Appendix F: International Anglican Liturgical Consultations - a 14 year review  
 
P(1998)M Primates’ Meeting, Canterbury, 1998 – Minutes 
 
P(1999SCofP)M Standing Committee of Primates, Dundee, 1999 – Minutes 
 
P(2000)C Primates’ Meeting, Oporto, 2000 – Communique 
 
P(2000)M Primates’ Meeting, Oporto, 2000 – Minutes 
 
P(2000)MAPPA-I Primates’ Meeting, Oporto, 2000 – Minutes’ Appendices A-I 
 
Appendix A: Sermon by the Archbishop of Canterbury at a service in Oporto 
Appendix B: Homily for Opening Eucharist 
Appendix C: Meeting Plan 
Appendix D: Holiness and Hope by David Ford 
Appendix E: Theological Reflections on Holiness and Sexuality - Rowan Williams 
Appendix F: Joint Commitment on behalf of CAPA and the World Bank to the Communique of 
the Conference on the Elevation of Poverty in Africa 
Appendix G: International Debt and Jubilee 2000 - a Japanese Perspective 
Appendix H: Speech on International Debt - Clare Short 
Appendix I: Resolutions of the Eleventh Meeting of the ACC 1999 
 
P(2001)M Primates’ Meeting, Kanuga, 2001 – Minutes 
 
P(2001)MAPPA-I Primates’ Meeting, Kanuga 2001 – Minutes’ Appendices A-I 
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Appendix A: Meeting Plan 
Appendix B: Discipleship and Forgiveness by David Ford 
Appendix C: 'Where the Wind Blows' - Christian Expansion and Social Renewal - Reaping 
where others sowed by Lamin Sanneh 
Appendix D: Theological Education in the Mission of the Church by Dan Hardy 
Appendix E: Canon Law and Communion by Norman Doe 
Appendix F: Debt, Poverty and Trade - a Human Rights Emergency by Njongonkulu Ndungane 
Appendix G: HIV/AIDS - Focus on Response to the Pandemic by Gideon Byamugisha 
Appendix H: Responses from the Provinces to the Aids Pandemic 
Appendix I: The Ministry of Primacy - Primacy, Collegiality, Episcope by J. Mark Dyer 
 
P(2001)PL Primates’ Meeting, Kanuga, 2001 – Pastoral Letter 
 
  
